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In recent years there has been a tremendous increase in collaborative decision making
processes in natural resource management, especially in the Western United States.
Collaborative groups have had some remarkable successes, primarily through local,
place-based groups. Realizing the potential in collaboration, many government agencies
are beginning to utilize them in attempts to reduce public dissatisfaction with land
management decisions. There are, however, critics of collaboration and many are
concerned with government attempts at utilizing this form of public participation.
Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) are an example of a government mandated
collaborative process. RACs consist of 15 members from three specific caucuses, and are
supposed to fairly represent the surrounding community. RACs make recommendations
to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on management issues.
This research looks at eight RACs operating throughout the American West. Through
observation, document analysis and interviews, it addresses the question - are RACs an
effective way of involving the public in land management decisions? More specifically,
this research also determines which characteristics are most important to a successful
government mandated collaborative process. It also considers closely the role of the
government agency in the groups and assesses the importance of social vs. physical
outcomes.
In this study, 31 RAC participants were interviewed using the same open-ended
questions. The purpose was to determine how RAC participants perceived the process
they were involved in. It was found that most considered their efforts to be worthwhile
overall. Organizational traits such as clearly defined goals, a truly balanced RAC,
efficient meetings, and the use of subcommittees were found to be important. Also
crucial to a functional RAC was an enthusiastic and capable BLM representative working
with the group. BLM implementation of recommendations was an important
consideration, however for many RAC members, social outcomes were just as important
as this physical outcome. Important social outcomes include learning and getting to
know other members of the community and their different views. Although not a perfect
example of collaboration, this research suggests that RACs are a positive way to involve
the public in natural resource management decision-making.
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INTRODUCTION

There is increasing discussion around the West of the failure of the federal
government to effectively manage public land (Behan 2001, Kemmis 2001). Common
. criticisms of the existing institutional framework of natural resource decision making are:
high costs, slowness of the processes, frequency of gridlock, failure to embrace integrated
and creative solutions, and lack of inclusion of local interests and other members of the
public in the decision making process (Kenney 2000). It has been suggested that there is
a need for a switch to a more localized and regional approach to public land management,
with more public input on decisions (Kemmis 2001, Lawrence 1997, Lyden 1990, Tipple
1999).
The need for more localized public involvement in land management decisions is
not a new idea. Practically every major congressional act passed since 1946 requires
some form of citizen participation in government policymaking (Blahna 1989). The
National Forest Management Act (NFMA) of 1976 is one example. In addition to the
major requirement of a management plan from each national forest, the act requires that
public involvement play a key role in the planning process. As a result of this and other
acts with similar language, public land management agencies have attempted to
incorporate the many interests of the public into management. This has been attempted
primarily through public meetings and public comment periods. Yet despite the efforts,
the public has been increasingly unsatisfied with management. Blahna (1989) reported
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that, in the years following NFMA, the forest plans developed with public input
generated an unprecedented amount of public controversy. Traditional styles of public
participation under NFMA and the National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA) are
not working. Public comments have not been an entirely effective way to deal with the
need for public input in land management. In response to this dissatisfaction, different
fonns of public involvement have been utilized. One example is the use of collaborative
decision making processes.

Collaborative decision making
In recent years there has been a tremendous increase in collaborative groups,
especially in the Western United States (Kenney et al. 2000). Collaboration has become
a buzzword in public land management proposals. Collaborative natural resource
management has been labeled many things: community-based collaboratives,
partnerships, alternative problem solving efforts, watershed management, collaborative
conservation, community-based ecosystem management, grass-roots ecosystem
management, integrated ecosystem management and community-based environmental
protection (Conley and Moote 2003). Whatever they are labeled, collaborative groups
have had some remarkable successes. These are working groups of both private and
public interests that get together to address natural resource problems of mutual concern.
For the purpose of this research, collaboration is defined as:
A group whose membership includes stakeholders from the local
community, and which may include traditional adversaries. The group
is brought together by a shared interest to influence the protection and
use of natural resources through recommendations or direct actions
that will impact the management of the resource (Moote et al. 2000:
2).
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This fonn of planning and decision-making is a possible way to alleviate the growing
impression that Washington D.C.-based leaders are failing to properly manage the public
land of the West. Collaboration is a way to incorporate local knowledge into public land
management. Collaboration focuses on dialogue, mutual understanding, and common
ground. Collaboration can also increase social capital. Social capital refers to the ability
of a group of people in a community to work together toward a common goal and build
social networks. It is the nonns of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from social
networks relationships that promote civic cooperation (Putnam 2000). Most
collaboratives lead to an increase in social capital. Participation in collaborative efforts is
empowering- it can lead to increased ecological literacy, negotiation skills, and political
savvy among community members, which can lead to strong and sustainable
communities (Yaffee and Wondolleck 1995). The pooling ofinfonnation and resources
from many stakeholders is, in many cases, an ideal way to successfully work through
many of the problems facing public land management today and hopefully make better
decisions.
The increased interest in collaborative decision-making comes from diverse
groups including small locally organized efforts and larger government agency organized
groups. In Barb Cestero's (1999) Field guide to Collaborative Conservation, she makes
the distinction between Place/Community based collaborations vs. Policy/Interest based
collaborations. Place/Community based groups focus on a geographic area that locals
identify with. These groups are often ad hoc and are organized around a public resource
of concern in the community or surrounding land. The first generation of collaborative
groups fonned primarily in the west and focused on watershed protection and water
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management issues (Kemmis 2001}. Watershed groups are an abundant example of
Place/Community based collaboration. There are over 400 watershed groups currently
working in the West (Kenney et al. 2000). These watershed groups have proliferated and
branched out to address many other natural resource concerns. The Henry's Fork
Watershed Council, the Quincy Library Group, the Willapa Alliance, the Applegate
Partnership, and the Malpai Borderlands Group are recent examples of Place/Community
based collaborative groups. These are groups of westerners "on both sides of the
political fence that are coming to believe that they can do better by their communities,
their economies, and their ecosystems by working together outside the centralized
governing framework" (Kemmis 2001: 118). The common theme with these groups is a
concern for or an attachment to a certain place.
Policy/Interest based collaborations address problems at a broader geographic
scale. They are more often convened by a government agency and consider policy and
land management issues of regional and national significance. Increased government
utilization of collaboration can be seen in the Clinton Administration's encouraging
collaboration/ consensus in policy making through the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) and the National Performance Review (Kenney 2001). For instance,
many state EPA offices rely on watershed partnerships to develop plans to achieve total
maximum daily load standards set by the U.S. EPA (Moore and Koontz 2003). The
Bush Administration also claims to support local input through collaborative decision
making. Furthermore, the Western Governors Association endorsed collaboration in
their "Enlibra" doctrine. This calls for decisions to emerge "through balanced, open
and inclusive approaches at the ground level, where interested public and private
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stakeholders work together to fonnulate critical issue statements and develop locally
based solutions to those issues" (Western Governors' AssoCiation 2002).
Other examples of Policy/Interest based collaborative management strategies are
the use of mediation/negotiation groups that are formally facilitated to address a dispute
under an existing law or regulation (Cestero 1999). The recently legislated Secure Rural
Schools and Community Self-Detennination Act, and the proposed experimental
"Charter Forests" are yet another example of policy/interest based collaborations. These
plans would put decision-making and budget allocation authority into local committees.
One final example of Policynnterest based collaborations is Resource Advisory Councils.
These groups are the focus of this research, which considers the effectiveness of these
government mandated groups.

Background on Resource Advisory Councils.
Resource Advisory Councils (RACs) are the BLM's most recent attempt to
involve local people in planning. Advisory councils have been prevalent in land
management agencies for a long time in various fonns. In 1906, for instance, Forest
Service founder Gifford Pinchot created grazing advisory boards to alleviate the
disagreements between forest rangers, cattlemen and sheepmen. These groups operated
for approximately 40 years (Stahl 2001 ). The BLM in particular has a long history of
utilizing advisory councils of one form or another. The BLM RAC's in their current
fonn are a result of former Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt's range land reform
plan of 1994. The plan was highly contested as it raised grazing fees and tightened
environmental regulations. But, Babbitt also proposed to give local ranchers and
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environmentalists a key role in the implementation of the new grazing rules. Babbitt
endorsed a new consensus process being developed by an advisory group in Colorado. It
put much of the responsibility and the specifics for improving public rangelands into the
hands of local citizen advisory councils, instead of federal bureaucrats. The basic
purpose of the RACs is to "foster conflict resolution through open dialogue and
collaboration instead oflitigation and bureaucratic appear• (Olinger 1998: 666). The
Bureau of Land Management had utilized Resource Advisory Councils for years but they
had primarily been rancher-dominated groups (Gore 2002). Babbitt's grazing reform
package revamped grazing practices on 170 million acres of Bureau of Land
Management rangeland, disbanded all of the existing advisory groups and replaced them
with multiple use advisory councils in each state (Hinchman 1994).
There are 23 Resource Advisory Councils currently operating throughout the
West (Gore 2002). The councils consist of 15 members who represent all public-land
users (or claim to), and make recommendations for federal land planning and policy
decisions. The members are divided into three caucuses that broadly represent (Caucus
1) permitted users and financial interests, (Caucus 2) environmental/ recreation interests
and (Caucus 3) the public at large. RACs are made up of five members from each caucus
representing any of the more specific interests (Table 1).

.

T a ble 1 Descriptlons ofRACC aucuses
Holders of federal grazing permits; energy
and mining development; timber industry;
transportation rights of way; off-road
vehicle use; developed recreation.
Environmental and resource conservation
organizations; dispersed recreational
activities; archeological and historic
interests; wild horses and burro groups.
Elected state, county, or local governments;

Caucus 1

Caucus 2

Caucus 3
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employees of state agencies responsible for
managing natural resources; American
Indian tribes; academics involved in natural
sciences; and the public at large.
Source: Federal Register.

RAC charters do not require that each group mentioned be represented. The categories
serve only as general guidelines to ensure that a three-tiered balanced representation
occurs among participants (Federal Register).
Members are nominated by state governors and appointed by the Secretary of
Interior. They are unpaid and serve a 3-year tenn (Hinchman 1994). RAC members were
originally charged with establishing grazing requirements for the area. The RACs focus
over the years has evolved to incorporate the needs of each particular area. Ranching is
no longer the sole use ofBLM lands and the RAC agendas reflect this multi-use
management. The RACs and their subgroups make recommendations to the BLM on a
variety ofland management decisions.
RACs operate under the rules of the Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1977
(FACA). FACA requires certain administrative procedures to occur such as, adherence
to a charter, publication of meeting notices and minutes in the Federal Register, and
public access to all meetings (Wondolleck and Yaffee 1994).
Responses to the RACs were mixed from the beginning. Congress was originally
opposed to them. Environmental groups worried about local interests dominating public
land that belongs to all Americans. Some ranchers resisted the switch from rancherdominated councils. One year after the RACs were officially established, Senator Pete
Domenici, R-New Mexico, with the backing ofNewt Gingrich sponsored a bill that
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would have phased out the RACs by early 1997, and reinstated the grazing advisory
boards dominated by ranching interests (Abel 1996). This bill never passed, but the
objections to RACs continued. As a result of disagreements between Babbitt and
Wyoming governor James Geringer, the state of Wyoming no longer has a RAC (Krza
1996). Rick Keister (1996) talked to members and observers ofRACs after they had
been operating for only a year and a half and found mixed views of their effectiveness.
Determining the effectiveness ofRACs is the focus of this research. These
groups have been operating for almost ten years. RACs are an excellent example of a
government convened collaborative effort. They are actively meeting and the BLM
claims to value their opinions. A recent teleconference brought together members of
RACs from across the West and BLM director Kathleen Clarke to discuss how to better
utilize and revitalize the RACs. Clarke and Secretary of the Interior Gale Norton both
claimed that RACs are a crucial element to future natural resource management
(Teleconference Transcripts, 2002). After almost ten years in existence, this research
questions ifRACs in their current form are functioning effectively.
This research was motivated by my experiences with a subgroup of the Central
Montana Resource Advisory Council. During the summers of 2000 and 2001 I worked
on a project on the Wild and Scenic Upper Missouri River. I collected data on the social
and physical impacts of increased recreational use of this unique resource. The data was
utilized by the subgroup of the Central Montana RAC that had been established
specifically to advise the BLM on management issues on the newly established Upper
Missouri Breaks National Monument. I attended subgroup meetings as an observer and
once to present some of the data I had collected along the river. I was impressed with
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this group. Superficially, the subgroup members represented the stereotypical division of
interests in the West- as one woman I later interviewed it put it, "my side came in
cowboy boots and his side came in Birkenstocks" (16). However, as I observed the
group I realized there was more going on than the expected bickering across the table.
The two sides were talking to each other and, more importantly, they were listening to
each other. Further, when I went to lunch with the subgroup members, I realized that the
group not only ate together civilly, but seemed to genuinely enjoy each other's company.
This group of volunteers appeared to be accomplishing their mission of being a catalyst
for building awareness and fostering effective long term management of the Upper
Missouri River. I was impressed by the apparent success of this collaborative process
against the backdrop of a controversial public land management decision. This interest
resulted in a research paper focusing on the subgroup of the Central Montana RAC. The
ideas from this small study were then expanded for my thesis to looking at Resource
Advisory Councils as a whole.

Research Questions.
The primary research questions are:

•

Are the BLM RACs an example of government mandated collaborations that
are functioning effectively?

•

Are there qualities of certain RACs, organizational or otherwise, that make
them function more effectively than others?

These questions are answered with three sub-questions:
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•

Sl-Is it possible to utilize the benefits of collaboration developed
outside the centralized governing framework while working within
the government (BLM) framework?

•

S2-What is the role of the government (BLM) representative?

•

S3-Do RAC participants base their evaluation of success on social
outcomes (changes in values or attitudes) or physical outcomes
(recommendation implementation)?

The aim of this research was to reveal unique insights into why these government
mandated groups are, or are not, working. The goal was to identify qualities structural
and/or functional that helped to account for the degree of success in RACs. Of particular
interest was the role of the government agency (BLM) in these groups. Looking back at
Dan Kemmis' explanation of the people involved ~n collaboration as- groups of
westerners coming to believe that they can do better by their communities, their
economies, and their ecosystems by working together outside the centralized governing
framework - it seems that there is an inherent contradiction in government mandated
collaborations (Kemmis 2001). Sub-questions one and two focus on the role of the
government in the success ofRACs.
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LITERATURE REVIEW
Collaborative approaches to natural resource management are increasingly being
utilized by both "ad hoc" groups and as official agency policy. Many have hailed
collaborative efforts as successful, but there are certainly critics. In order to begin to
evaluate the effectiveness of any collaborative effort, it is important to first understand
the many valid concerns about collaboration.

Criticisms of/Possible Barriers to Collaboration.
There is an abundance of literature on the potential of collaboration, including
praise and criticism. The role of a government agency is a frequently contested issue in
the existing writing on collaboratives. RACs are an example of an agency mandat_ed
group- encouraging citizen involvement in land management. However, the fact that the
government mandates the groups may be a weakness. It has been suggested that
mandated collaborations are less effective than those entered into voluntarily and that
agency involvement detracts from the creativity of the group (Brick 2001, Gray 1985).
Informal meetings which are not constrained by complex bureaucratic rules and laws may
allow groups the freedom to creatively develop ideas and this freedom is often what
attracts and keeps members (Snow 1999). As mentioned above, RACs operate under the
rules ofFACA. FACA was designed to discourage agencies from inappropriately
excluding some public interests from decision-making. However, the administrative
procedures required under FACA are often viewed as hurdles that constrain efficient
collaborative efforts (Wondolleck and Yaffee 1994).
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Alternately, others suggest that the government role is not only helpful but critical
to success because the federal agencies, in most cases, are the primary source of financial
resources, technical support, and implementation authority (Getches 2001, Kenney et al.
2000). Additional criticism suggests advisory councils are used as scapegoats by
government agencies; for instance: "BLM favors private advisory groups as they allow
the agency to avoid responsibility for difficult decisions" (Stahl 2001: 197). This
criticism is particularly applicable in this research. The BLM is mandated to have RACs,
but how or how much their input is utilized is not mandated.
Another possible criticism of any collaborative group is inadequate
representation of all interests. It is extremely difficult to achieve full stakeholder
participation. This is a challenge in terms of getting all of the voices at the table and in
ensuring a balance of interests. The response to this criticism in the case of the RACs
and many other groups is that the meetings are open to the public, so any truly concerned
party can at least observe and comment. However, there remains a fear that local
stakeholder demands will ignore national interests and science. This argument over local
versus national input is one that goes beyond RACs. Related to the issue of
representation is the criticism that the groups are distrusted by anyone who does not hold
a seat on them (Stahl 2001). Those not involved question their legitimacy and the
substantive value of their decisions.
Another criticism is the high costs, both financial and in terms of necessary time,
of collaboration. This is an argument presented by notorious critic of collaboration
Michael McCloskey (1999: 628): "Collaborative processes tend to be intense and time
consuming. Negotiations attract those with vested interests, particularly business
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interests that tend to dominate the process.'' The issue oftime commitment can be
particularly troublesome when some members of a collaborative effort are there as paid
employees while others are taking time off from their work to attend. Further criticism
comes with the difficulty of addressing divisive issues through consensus based
processes. Collaboration often requires compromise and for some, when dealing with
natural resource issues, there is no room for compromise.
Further 'criticism may come in the broad nature of the problems the RACs make
recommendations on. Some researchers suggest that consensus group methods are
generally more valuable late in the planning process, working on specific issues, and after
specific disputes have emerged rather than in early or middle stages of planning (Blahna
1989). The timing of collaborative efforts may be important so that there is a need for
action - a problem to solve. "If the timing is not right and participants are not genuinely
ready to work together, collaboration can become little more than talk and can get
nowhere due to some parties unwillingness to collaborate" (Cestero 1999: 75). RACs are
ongoing efforts and move from one issue to the next. If precise timing on issues is
indeed crucial, it may hinder the success of RACs.
When evaluating RACs or collaborative groups, some feel that the groups have no
real decision making authority, and there is potential for frustration due to a lack of
agency action or willingness to enact the suggestions and recommendations of the groups
(Lange 2001, Stahl 2001 ). Daniel Kemmis (200 1: 130) argues that collaboratives
"cannot really succeed unless the agency is willing to turn some actual decision-making
and management authority over to the people who are doing the collaborating." If this is
the case, then any efforts by the RACs are futile because they are by law advisory only.
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One last criticism is that with all the apparent enthusiasm about collaboration
there is a lack of independently verified on-the-ground success stories (Kenney et al.
2000). The goal of my research was to determine. through interviews, how the members
of Resource Advisory Councils and BLM officials working with the RACs feel about
these criticisms and potential problems with collaboration. I also gathered their opinions
of the overall success of their particular group.

Measuring /defining success.
Measuring success in collaborative groups can be difficult. The word success
means different things to different people. so measuring it is not an easy task.
Wondolleck and Yaffee (1994) asked participants in a Forest Service collaborative
process what their definition of success entailed. They separated responses out into
outcome measures and process measures of success (Table 2). Process measures
included characteristics such as pro-moting cooperation. incorporating different
perspectives and interests. and encouraging understanding of other group's interests.
Outcome measures can be separated out into physical outcomes and social outcomes.
Physical outcome measures refer to on-the-ground changes such as improved resource
quality. while social outcome measures include learning. increased trust. better
information. and public ownership in a project.

Table 2. Examples of criteria used in judging an effective collaborative process.
Process Measures
Physical Outcome Measures Social Outcome Measures
-Improved habitat
-Increased trust of fellow
-Diverse, inclusive
-Changed land management
community members
participation
-Public ownership of
practices
-Decisions regarded as
-Soil and water resources
management decisions
fair
-Better information
-Clearly defined goals
conserved
-Knowledge and
-Biological diversity
-Open, transparent
preserved
understanding gained
process
-Appropriate Issues
-Effective Facilitation
Sources: Conley and Moote 2003, and Wondolleck and Yaffee 1994.

~

Wondolleck and Yaffee {1994) found that responses were almost evenly divided between
process and outcome measures of success. This finding is different from the commonly
held belief that the only way to measure success in any public planning process is to look
for achievement of an on-the-ground goal {Kenney et al. 2000, Moote 2000). The goal of
many collaboratives is to solve environmental problems and to ultimately improve
resource quality. Many ofthese physical outcomes cannot be realistically measured for
decades (Kenney 2001 ). There is no doubt of the importance of tangible, physical
outcomes manifested in improved resource conditions as a measure of success. However,
the purpose of this research was to determine ifRACs are functioning effectively as a
means of public participation. Ultimately if they are functioning well today, improved
resource management should be a direct result in the future. The extent of BLM
implementation of RAC recommendations is considered in this evaluation, but many of
the elements of success diverge from physical outcome measures.
The literature on collaboration contains many guidelines with working lists of
crucial elements for success (Clark 1997, Paulson and Chamberlin 1998, Schindler 1997,
Susskind et al. 1999, Wondolleck 1994). These lists include social outcome measures,
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such as relationship buildingt communicationt and cooperation across the agency/nonagency boundary. Also included in these guidelines of successful collaboration are
organizational traits of the group that fit as process measures such as, clearly defined
goals, the presence of a neutral facilitator, and access to credible and reliable information.
Kenney (200 1: 189) offers a definition that utilizes some of these elements:
Success can be measured by organizational parameters such as improved
relations and trust among stakeholders and managers, perhaps deriving
from increased communication among relevant parties. Other measures of
organizational success include an expanded role for local parties in new
processes of planning, management, and decision-making, especially those
that recognize the systemic and trans-boundary qualities of natural
resources. Success is also presumably demonstrated by the development
of processes that emphasize action over seemingly endless debate and
study.

A combination of these measures of success was considered in evaluating the
effectiveness ofRACs. It was anticipated that agency implementation of
recommendations would be a crucial element of success. However, also utilized were the
known important features of successful collaborative groups in shaping my questions to
RAC members. The many process related measures of determining success and the
social outcomes of collaborative efforts were considered. These seem like a more realistic
means of determining effectiveness of the groups without taking ten years.

Evaluating collaborative processes
There has been some evaluation of the effectiveness of collaborative approaches
to natural resource management problems. Some collaborative groups have initiated selfevaluation as part of a participatory approach to adaptive management (Conley and
Moote 2003). These self-evaluation efforts are useful in determining progress towards a
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goal and to provide feedback for future action. Other collaborative groups have
employed an outside party to evaluate efforts. The Montana Consensus Council recently
conducted an evaluation of community based collaboratives in the West. They
distributed a survey or scorecard to 514 participants from a variety of collaborative
groups (909 surveys sent out- response rate of 56.5%). They asked participants to rate
their group's efforts in terms of trust building, communication, time spent and quality of
ideas generated (McKinney 2003). The results of this study were not available at time of
this writing, but preliminary results showed some basic guidelines for successful
collaboration consistent with previous literature. Large scale survey evaluations such as
this are useful in their ability to quantify information. For instance, in the Montana
Consensus Council Survey 86% of respondents would recommend a collaborative effort
to address similar issues in the future. This sort of information is interesting, but not the
aim of this research. Past research has found that due to the diversity of collaborative
groups, useful generalizations are difficult to uncover (Kenney et al. 2000, Moote 2000).
The present study focuses on one specific group and attempts to get at the complex
interactions through personal interviews.
The most convincing successful collaborative efforts have come from local, place
based collaboratives. In general, much of the writing on collaboration supports Philip
Brick's (2001: 175) statement that, "agency attempts to convene partnerships, though
well intentioned, have been unable to match the creative energy of more free-forming
advisory groups." Little previous research was found that looked at the effectiveness of
RACs. Therefore, this research focuses on this one specific agency convened
collaborative group.
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METHODS
The objective of this study was to understand the function and effectiveness of
RACs, from the perspectives of RAC members and BLM officials working with these
groups. The majority of the research I found on collaboration utilized quantitative
approaches. Large-scale quantitative analysis ignores the valuable uniqueness of each
individual experience. A survey would have difficulty, "accommodating the complex
and dynamic nature of collaborative efforts and their contexts" (Conley and Moote 2003:
379). In this research, the process RAC members participated in was studied. According
to Michael Patton, qualitative research is appropriate when studying a process because it
requires detailed descriptions of how people engage with each other and participant's
perceptions are a key consideration in analysis of a process. Further, process is fluid and
dynamic so it can't be quantified on a single rating scale at one point in time (Patton
2002).
Triangulation.
In this research data triangulation was utilized. This is the use of"multiple datacollection technologies designed to measure a single concept or construct" (Berg 2001:
5). A combination of personal observations (of the Central Montana RAC sub-group),
document analysis and open-ended interviews were used. Observations of the Central
Montana RAC sub-group served as an introduction to the RAC structure, and the
functional details of a RAC meeting. Observations also aided in development of the
questions used in the study. Document analysis was extremely helpful in understanding
many aspects of the RACs. Due to FACA requirements all RAC charters, member lists,
minutes and meeting announcements are available in the Federal Register. Additionally
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most BLM offices publish all RAC information online. This source provided the make
up of each of the RACs. It was also useful in providing a basic understanding of the
issues each group was dealing with, and in clarifying some inconsistencies in responses.
Interviews provided the majority of the data. Specifics about the interviews are discussed
later. Combining the methods of observation, document analysis and interviews was
extremely valuable as it improved opportunities for viewing the topic from different
perspectives.
The Sample.
Originally I contacted the BLM's RAC liaisons in Washington DC. They provided
a list of Designated Federal Officials (DFO) for each of the 23 RACs. The DFO for each
of the RACs was contacted and these individuals provided a list of all current RAC
members that allowed their contact information to be released. Eight RACs were then
randomly selected to focus on (Table 3).
Table3: RA cs stud"1ed an d t he p nmary 1ssues t hey h ave a dd resse d recently.
PRIMARY ISSUES
RAC
Humane Borders
Arizona
Big Sandy Energy Project
Wild Horse and Burro Adoption
OHV Management
Front Range Colorado
Gold Belt Travel management Plan
Fire Management
Mojave-Southern Great Basin - Nevada
OHV Standards and Guidelines
Land Exchange - power plant
Wind Energy
Gas and Oil Leasing
New Mexico
Wilderness
Roads and Trails Policy
OHVUse
Northwest California
Lake Berryessa Management
Access to Headwaters Forest
Community Forest development
National Wild Horse and Burro Center
Sierra Front-Northwestern - Nevada
OHV Standards and Guidelines
Sand Mt. Recreation Fee Demo
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Upper Snake River - Idaho

Sage Grouse Management
Wind Energy
Craters of the Moon Management Plan
BLM Land Exchanges
Oil and Gas Leasing
San Rafael Swell Management
OHV Management

Utah

The decision to randomly choose eight RACs to focus on was influenced by the research
questions. This aim of this research is to critically examine the effectiveness ofRACs in
general. In trying to understand RACs as a whole, ideally all 23 RACs would have been
included in the sample. However time limitations prevented interviewing members from
all 23 RACs. I realized that around 30 interviews could realistically be completed within
my time frame, and because I knew I wanted to talk with a few members from each RAC
and a BLM representative, I settled on eight RACs.
A stratified purposeful sampling method was utilized to select one member from
each of the caucuses within each ofthe chosen RACs. One member from each of the
three caucuses [Caucus 1 (permitted users and financial interests), Caucus 2
(environmental/ recreation interests), Caucus 3 (elected officials and public-at-large)],
were randomly selected. The RAC members interviewed were a diverse group with a
wide range of interests and experience in public planning processes (Table 4).

Table 4. RAC Member Information.
RAC
Caucus
Arizona
Arizona
Arizona
Front Range-Colorado
Front Range-Colorado
Front Range-Colorado
Mojave-Nevada

Dispersed Recreation
OHVUse
Public at Large
RightofWay
Environmental
State Agency
Wildlife

Occupation/
Employer
Radio Manager
u.s. Army
Unknown
Xcel Energy
Rancher
Division of Wildlife
Department of

Gender
Male
Male
Male
Male
Female
Male
Male

Years
onRAC
2
6
3

4
11
6
5

Mojave-Nevada

Public at Large

M()jave-Nevada
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
Northwest California

Grazing/Ranching
Grazing/Ranching
Academia
Public at Large
Commercial Timber

Northwest California
Northwest California
Sierra Front- Nevada
Sierra Front-Nevada
Upper Snake-Idaho
Upper Snake-Idaho
Upper Snake-Idaho

Public at Large
Dispersed recreation
RightofWay
Environmental
Environmental
RightofWay
State Agency

Utah

State Agency

Utah
Utah

Environmental
OHVUse

Energy
Nevada Wildlife
Federation
Rancher
Rancher
Professor
Rancher
Owner- Timber
Company
Unknown
Rancher
Power Company
Activist
Biologist
Civil En~neer
Idaho Department of
Parks and Rec.
Utah Film
Commission
Utah Wild
Unknown

Male

5

Female
Female
Male
Female
Male

12
2
2
2
5

Male
Female
Male
Female
Male
Male
Male

3
1
3
5
1
3
1

Female

2

Male
Male

2
1

Only two RAC members were contacted from the Sierra Front-Nevada RAC. Attempts
were made to contact three different members of Caucus 3 (Public at large) from this
RAC with no response. Due to time constraints, analysis began without completing the
third interview for this RAC.
This was not the only instance of non-response when attempting to contact RAC
members to participate. I was given (from a designated federal official) a list of email
addresses for the majority of the potential RAC respondents. I sent out an initial email
explaining my project and asking for willing participants. After a week, if no response, I
sent out a follow-up email. In this way the vast majority of the interviews were arranged.
However if there was no response to a second email after a week, I would randomly
choose another RAC member from the same caucus. For a few RAC members, no email
address was given, so I contacted possible participants via telephone. Overall, I had 6
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RAC members not respond to initial emails or phone calls (including the three from the
Sierra Front-Nevada RAC). This may be a weakness in this research, because those nonrespondents would have undoubtedly had unique, possibly unsatisfied, perspectives about
RACs.
A BLM representative working with each of the eight RACs were also
interviewed. This was usually a person holding a title such as RAC coordinator or
public affairs specialist. This sampling method was chosen to allow greater detail for
each of the chosen RACs. It was anticipated that the issues the RACs are dealing with
could have an impact on RAC participant's perceptions of success. Talking with four
people familiar with the issues allowed for a more complete understanding of each RAC.
Further, talking with three members and a BLM representative from eight randomly
chosen RACs helped control for talking with the one dissatisfied member of any given
otherwise functional RAC. The sampling method chosen allowed for analysis within
certain RACs, within each of the three caucuses, as well as, across RACs in general.

The Interviews.
Interviews were conducted with RAC members first. Upon completion of
interviews with three members from each RAC, I read over each one so that any relevant
issues or concerns could be addressed in the interviews with the BLM representative.
Then an interview with a BLM representative for that RAC was conducted. Due to time
and money constraints, the interviews were conducted by telephone. An interview guide
was utilized that resulted in a guided conversation with the interviewee. The same openended questions guided all of the interviews with RAC members. These questions
ensured that the same issues are addressed with each person interviewed. However the
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interviews were open enough that I was free to build a conversation within a particular
subject area or to word questions slightly differently and in a different order if necessary
to keep the conversational flow of each interview. I asked the RAC participants to judge
their group against the purported benefits and possible disadvantages previously
identified in the literature by both advocates and critics of collaboration. The interviews
with BLM representatives were structured similarly but specific issues brought up by
RAC members were also addressed. All of the interviews lasted between 25 minutes to
an hour and a half. All but one of the interviews were recorded. One interviewee
preferred to not be recorded and notes were taken instead.
· Analysis.
Content analysis is a systematic procedure to draw valid inferences from the text
(Weber 1990). Immediately following each interview a brief summary of the
conversation was written and any strong impressions of the interviewee were recorded.
A professional transcriptionist did the majority of the transcriptions. I transcribed the
first and last few interviews myself. Upon receiving the transcripts, each one was
reviewed and notes added to the initial impression. This served as a preliminary analysis.
Early interviews also shaped the form of later interviews. If a respondent brought up a
particularly interesting idea, later respondents were asked about the issue.
Through reading the interviews, broad themes in the data were identified. I then
formally coded the interviews for major ideas. The computer analysis program QSR
NUDIST Vivo was utilized to aid in organizing the codes. The QSR software was
helpful in organizing data into common broad categories that could then be later analyzed
at more depth. Next the coded transcriptions were analyzed by documenting common
themes that emerged (Berg 2001 }. With the aid of the QSR software, the interview

excerpts for each code were pulled out and looked at separately. The software assigns a
number to each line of text so that it can later be easily located within the whole
interview. In this way the broad codes were analyzed at a deeper scale and categories
within each code were separated out. The QSR software was helpful in organizing and
retrieving excerpts from different interviews so that common ideas across interviews
were seen.
Interviews were analyzed for each of the eight different RACs comparing the
RAC member's views with those of the BLM representatives for each of the RACs. This
resulted in a short summary of the data on each of the eight RACs I considered in this
study. Throughout this process I was continually rereading and becoming more familiar
with each of the interviews. As I developed a more thorough understanding of the
interviews, I moved from simply organizing and rearranging the data to interpreting the
data. I generated a list of themes and then worked to eliminate themes that were closely
related to other themes. Of the themes that emerged, many mirrored those of previous
research. This may be a limitation of my research - I went into the interviews knowing
what other researchers had found to be important to success and asked questions that
resulted in responses about these ideas. Therefore it was not surprising that many of the
themes of my interviews matched those in the literature. However, some key ideas from
the literature were not crucial to the RAC participants' ideas about success. Further,
some of the important themes emerged without my probing. Finally, the RAC
participants' offered some unique ideas about success in collaborative processes, and
some new elements of previously identified themes. These unique elements were the
most enlightening for me. Data fitting each of these broad themes was separated out and

the interpretations from these themes became the results sections. The results section is
organized around each of the research questions. The results are separated into themes
relating to success in collaboration that were expected from the literature review and the
unique ideas from the RAC participants.
Throughout the results section there are many quotes. The numbers attached to
the quotes are randomly assigned interviewees. Any names mentioned in the quotes have
been changed. These efforts and others were taken to ensure confidentiality of the
participants.
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RESULTS
This section will attempt to answer each of the research questions proposed. In
doing so the varying definitions of success in collaboration are also revealed. There are
many different levels of defining success in collaboration. First there is the very simple
overall, personal impressions of participants - is their group successful or not. Then
there are the many factors that fit into process measures of success. These include the
presence or absence of organizational traits and the RAC participant's impressions of the
importance of these functional traits. Finally there is the question of measuring success
based on social vs. physical outcomes.

Overall Impressions of Success in RACs.
The primary question was- Are the BLM RACs an example of government
mandated collaborations that are functioning effectively? Each of the 31 RAC
participants I spoke with were asked some form of this question. One simple way to
answer the research question is to tally the responses of these 31 people. All eight of the
BLM representatives interviewed said the groups were successful. Some were more
enthusiastic than others but all felt that the groups were functioning and fulfilling their
mandate. This is not surprising considering it is part of their job to make the RACs
successful.
Of the 23 RAC members interviewed, 18 thought that their RAC was overall
successful and that their efforts were worthwhile. The following is one example of a very
positive view ofRACs: "Well I think in some ways we actually are one of the few public
advisory boards, I think, that actually provide a useful product for the agency" (5). Of
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the five that could not label their RAC a success, one man said that his RAC had many
organizational difficulties in the beginning, but that they were overcoming these
difficulties and changing in a way that led him to believe success was in the future.
Another was not convinced that the BLM was truly interested in implementing the
recommendations of the RAC. One respondent explained that the group was
accomplishing some things but that they moved too slowly and he was bored in many of
the meetings. Another RAC member said that the RAC did not tackle enough "real, hard
issues" to be considered a success. One final dissatisfied RAC member would only deem
RACs successful when the BLM paid more attention to the needs of OHV users.
These numbers and comments are interesting, but clearly this level of analysis
does not adequately capture the whole picture of what is going on in these collaborative
groups. Even for those that thought their RAC was a success overall there were many
concerns about how certain aspects of the RAC worked and suggestions on how to
Improve.
The study participants suggest that there are many different factors contributing to
the success ofRACs. The second part of the primary research question addresses the
different factors that contribute to the overall definition of success -Are there qualities of
certain RACs. organizational or otherwise that make them function more effectively than
others? Next I will look at the specific qualities ofRACs that contribute to or detract
from success in RACs. Some of these elements directly match the literature on
collaboration. Other elements of success that came up in the interviews were unique to
RACs. Following a discussion of the many organizational traits that contribute to
success, I will look into the respondent's ideas on the questions relating to the BLM role
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in the groups - answering the questions- What is the role of the government (BLM)
representative? And is it possible to utilize the benefits of collaboration developed
outside the centralized governing framework while working within the government
(BLM) framework? Finally, I will focus on the extent that social outcomes contribute to
the RAC participants definitions of success - thus answering the question - Do RAC
participants base their evaluation of success on social outcomes (changes in values or
attitudes) or physical outcomes {recommendation implementation)?

Organizational Issues.

In talking with RAC participants I discovered some variation in how the groups
function. Some basic rules for group organization and meeting function were necessary.
Elements such as having an elected chairperson and deciding issues by vote (with the
minority view expressed as well) are currently in effect in all the RACs in this study.
One RAC tried to go without these basic elements initially and had some difficulties.
This RAC wanted to operate by strict consensus - with all RAC members having an equal
say on issues. So they did not elect a chair and waited for unanimous decisions on issues.
The BLM official for that group commented on this, "That is a high ideal in my opinion you know to be able to do everything by consensus.. (DFO 6). And it turned out it was
an unrealistic ideal that stalled productivity in the group. The following comment
expresses this point:
From my short stay there I don't think that the RAC was organized in any
shape or form, at least the upper Snake RAC, to do much. We finally
organized ourselves where we have a chairman and a vice and a secretary.
So they hadn't had that previous. And Pm not sure how long this RAC had
been organized, but I was just scratching my head, well how can they
operate without an organized hierarchy (12)?
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This RAC has since elected a chairperson and from all accounts seems to be
accomplishing more as a group. In addition to having a chairperson and voting on issues,
there are many suggestions from the literature on how a collaborative group should be
organized and how groups should function. The following section looks at how the
RACs varied in the extent they followed these suggestions. Also considered are some of
the unique ideas on organization and functional elements that emerged from the data.

Neutral Facilitation. One example of a trait that the literature suggested was
important but that was not utilized by many RACs was having a neutral facilitator. None
of the RACs in this study currently used an outside, neutral facilitator. Either a
chairperson, a BLM representative or some combination of the two facilitated the
meetings, and for most RAC members I spoke with this was fine. Two of the BLM
officials interviewed explained that the RAC members were initially given a choice and
had decided that they did not want an outside facilitator. "Well we used to have a neutral
facilitator but these folks feel that they can facilitate themselves. I mean it's, a, they felt
that they would like to be able to run their own meetings" (DFO 4). In New Mexico a
neutral facilitator was utilized by the RAC until last year when budget cuts forced them
to go without. New Mexico RAC members were all satisfied with the facilitator's work
but none seemed concerned with her departure. Only two respondents felt that a neutral
facilitator or "stronger facilitation" would be helpful. The following comment expresses
that view:
My fellow RAC members, you know, to go in there and you're going to
run these public meetings, you know, where you should have a facilitator
and you need to have someone recording the minutes and, you know, you
as RAC people don't want to be running the meeting where you're getting

29

some pretty to the point questions about resource management and
decision-making and all that other. I said, this is not the role that the
RACs should be in. This is what we need staff people there for (18).
This comment supports the ideas from the literature on the need for outside facilitator
(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). However, this data suggests that overall the use of an
outside, neutral facilitator was not critical to effective and functioning RACs. The idea of
facilitation will be addressed again in a later section, which explores the BLM role.

Clearly Defined Goals. For RAC participants, goals and objectives were an idea
that came up in almost all of the interviews with or without my probing. The presence of
clearly defined goals or objectives was a feature that the literature suggested would be
important to successful collaboration, and it proved to be in the RACs. This feature was
different in RACs than in many other collaborative groups because of the ongoing nature
ofRACs. Traditionally, participants in collaboration have come together to address a
particular issue and therefore establish goals specific to that issue. In RACs there are
many different issues. The official RAC charter states the objectives as:
The council will provide advise to the secretary of the interior through the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) regarding the preparation,
amendment and implementation of land use plans. The Council will also
assist in establishing other long-range plans and resource management
priorities in an advisory capacity, including providing advice on the
development of plans for long range improvement or development
programs. The Council will assist in Federal, State and local cooperation,
encourage good stewardship, and emphasize coordination and cooperation
among agencies, permitees and interested parties in the management of
natural resources on public lands. The council will also assist the BLM to
coordinate the development of sound resource management plans and
activities with other states. The Council will provide an opportunity for
meaningful public participation in developing advice relating to land
management issues at the field office level (RAC Charter- Federal
Register).
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These objectives are extremely broad and generict which is necessary to encompass the
needs of all 23 RACs. They do not address specific goals. Therefore it is left up to each
individual RAC to develop explicit objectives. Some RACs were not entirely successful
in this task. Without goalst many RAC members were frustrated with their group's
progress. The following quote expresses this frustration, "I don't think they had clearly
defined goals. It's getting better now. But it's taken three and a half years to just try and
figure out exactly what we were doing, in my mind" (8). The importance of goals has
been realized by the BLM at a national level. One of the recommendations from the
planning workgroup at the national RAC teleconference was, "State offices and field
offices need to articulate goals, responsibilities, projects and programs on a regular basis"
(Teleconference transcripts, 2002). This recommendation recognizes the importance of
goalst however it does not specify the RAC members involvement in establishing goals.
In RACs, goals are related to the issues they address. From my conversations with RAC
members it was clear that some groups were better than others at developing goals for the
group. Three RACs definitely had clearly defined goals. The others had vague goals or
none at all. Here is a comment from a RAC member whose group recognized the
importance of goals:

In the very first of the year, first meeting of the year which is usually held
in October - the RAC basically - we the RAC members, write down a list
of issues that we would like to deal with for the year and then ask the
BLM if they think there are issues that we should deal with that we
haven't included. And then we take that list and prioritize it and deal with
it. And then along with that, we revisit any of those items on any given
meetings depending if there have been any changes or if there is any more
information available or whatever (3).
Several RAC participants explained that they have an organizational meeting similar to
the one just described where they establish strategic goals for the year. This was a
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positive way to involve RAC members in the establishment of goals. It was preferable to
simply being told by the BLM field office what the group needed to accomplish in the
coming year. The following comment illustrates this point, "the viability and
effectiveness of the RACs becomes less or is undermined where the RACs are not fairly
assertive on their own, as opposed to having BLM staff set their agenda for each meeting,
for instance" (18). Ownership of goals was an important element of success. There was
definitely a relationship between the presence of goals and the overall success of a RAC.
Consistent with the suggestions from the literature on collaboration, defining goals as a
group is clearly an important element of a successful RAC. There was general agreement
from the RAC participants interviewed for this study that a lack of goals made it
particularly difficult for new RAC members.

Cha11enges Relating to Turnover ofRAC Participants. Many of the cha1lenges of
RAC participation were related to the continually rotating membership of the RAC. The
literature suggests that collaborative group success is impaired by high turnover
(Wondolleck and Yaffee 2000). RAC members are potentially replaced every three
years. Additionally BLM employees working with RACs are subject to job transfers that
may remove them from involvement with the RAC. This turnover can lead to a lack of
continuity in the RAC. The relationships built amongst participants are important to the
success of any group and turnover threatens these relationships. Furthermore, RAC
members join the group with varying levels of understanding of the RAC process and the
issues to be addressed.
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Many RAC members mentioned struggling to understand all of the different
issues that they were asked to comment on. This is understandable considering a
background in natural resource and public land management is not a requirement for
RAC membership, yet at least a basic understanding is necessary to effectively
contribute. The following quote expresses the overall frustrations of becoming a RAC
member:
When I first got involved I struggled to understand what was going on.
There is of course a charter but no real goals ... I kept saying that my
learning curve is real steep. There is lots to learn- names, faces and
personalities - plus all of the issues. After a year I am close to getting
there. It is hard because we only meet every three months (22).
This problem was particularly challenging for RACs that initially replaced all 15
members at the same time. One BLM employee told me that they just switched to
staggering terms so that each year only three to five members are replaced. This aids in
continuity and also is less stressful for the BLM employee in charge of ensuring all RAC
positions are filled. The struggle for continuity is something that was mentioned in the
literature and it was found to be extremely prevalent in the RACs. Overcoming the
learning curve and maintaining continuity are issues that will continue to challenge
RACs. Most RACs now allow members to hold consecutive terms, which is helpful.
The timing of nominating and recruitment of new members was also important, as the
following quote explains:
The appointments are made - I think last year they were made within two
weeks of the annual meeting. And that is not enough time. Those
appointments really have to be made, ideally at least 6 weeks to 2 months
earlier. Because you can't expect people to change their schedule to
attend. For us it is one in 4 meetings a year and it is a meeting when all 3
RACs get together. It is a very important meeting. And if somebody is
appointed just a week ahead of time the chances are they are not going to
be able to attend that meeting. So that is a problem (23 ).
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Issues related to turnover were a definite area of concern amongst RAC participants. One
RAC member explained how her group has helped this problem:
Obviously those people who come in who are new, you know probably
feel a little bit intimidated for the first meeting or two. But I think the way
that our committee is set up right now, it encourages all the older members
or the longer tenured members, are encouraging them to say what ever
they feel (4 ).
This small effort appears to help in some RACs. Because it is such a long, challenging
process to "get up to speed" on the RAC, it was not surprising that many of the RAC
members were serving second and third terms.
Time Commitment. The literature on collaboration acknowledges that these
processes take time, possibly more time than traditional public involvement processes.
For RACs a major theme to emerge from data was the importance of implementation or
recognition to justify the amount of time/effort put into the group. RACs typically meet
four times a year for two days. In addition many RAC members are active in subgroups
that meet outside of regular RAC meetings. RACs encompass very large geographic
areas and some RAC members had to travel up to five hours to get to meetings. The
location of meetings varied, in attempts to even out travel times, but travel was a
significant concern with many participants in this study.
The RAC members are not paid an hourly wage for their time. They receive a per
diem and compensation for food, however, for many the time spent at meetings took
away from time that could have been spent working. The following expresses views held
by many RAC members about the issue oftime:
As a guy with a family it's really hard for me to take two days off and go
to these meetings - Really hard. If I went to all the meetings that would be
eight days of vacation a year out of fifteen that I'm permitted. So over half
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my vacation time would go to supporting the RAC and I just, they'd
probably get more Joe Average people participating, in my opinion, if it
wasn l such a heavy time commitment (8)~
RAC participants expressed frustrations with the fact that some government employees
and representatives from environmental groups were paid to attend meetings, which made
it easier on them - .. And the environmental groups do maintain their people in these
groups, and the other, if you1re making your own living you can1t always afford to
participate so much" (13). For those not attending as part of their job, taking time off of a
busy work schedule was hard. One BLM representative said that lately there has been an
increase in interest from older, retired people who have more time to commit to the
group. The majority of respondents felt that the RAC was a big time commitment.
However two individuals felt that the group would be more effective if participants were
willing to commit more time:
But, you know, for instance, we had a meeting in February. Our next
meeting is in April. And I said, how can you manage, how can you do
what you need to do when you1re meeting every three or four months?
Well we're all so busy and we all got this and we all got that. And I said,
well that's true. But on the other hand we've got issues that are occurring
every week, every day, every month that need to be addressed and, of
course, I got shot down because nobody wants to spend the time. And I
always believe that if you're going to be involved in something you be
involved and take care of it and get it done. And these people can't set
aside one day in a month, or one evening in a month to take care of their
position. And I think that's wrong ( 11 }.
This view was the minority but the points made are valid. This helps to illustrate the
diversity of opinions related to time. How big a time commitment should the RAC be?
This data suggests that time was an important determinant in involvement and in
assessing the success of the RAC efforts. Time was an issue in terms of willingness to
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become involved. The issue was related to assessment of outcomes- ifthe BLM does
not implement the recommendations, was it worth the sacrifice?

Effective Meetings. Related to the issue of time were many comments on how
the groups could more effectively use their time. For one man the meetings were too
long, "One of my big pushes lately has been to try to get that down to a four hour one day
meeting because we just don't have two days worth of stuff to talk about" (17). Another
man told me he would like to see the meetings run more like other business meetings he
participates in, "And so I'd just as soon see a bulleted agenda with time limits for each
item and discuss it, reach a consensus. Even if that consensus is we don't agree, and
move on, as opposed to taking the two days and just kind of talking about stuff that I
don't understand" (8). Other respondents shared this need for greater efficiency. Along
with wanting efficient meetings, a few respondents expressed a need to put some closure
on issues - "And just in following through what gets dealt with and how what is talked
about gets actually implemented. Because, like I said, there's so much." Part of good
organization in successful RACs includes informing participants how their
recommendations have been utilized. Looking at the four interviews from each different
RAC, it was obvious that some groups were better at organizing and effectively using
meeting time. Some RACs have already developed this level of organization with
bulleted agendas and time allotments for each item. This helped to ensure that the
meetings ended on time. Conducting efficient meetings is an area that the BLM can
focus on and improve so that RAC member's time is well spent.
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Field Trips. Field trips were agreed on as a good part of the RAC. The literature
on collaboration acknowledges the potential for field trips in collaborative groups that are
dependent upon strong identification with a specific geographic location. Field trips are
seen as a way to enhance the local focus of the groups. RACs focus is not necessarily on
a specific geographic area, but field trips still worked wonderfully. They were valuable
as an educational tool for the RAC members to see first hand some of the issues they
were making recommendations on.
It is usually the day before we meet. We will go on a field trip and that
really helps especially, well .. when was it? A couple of months - no - It
was last spring and, urn, we were - the Otero Mesa oil and gas drilling
came up. And I had never been on an oil field or a gas field and so we
spent one whole day out there and it really helped clear up a lot of things,
you know like the process, what they do to get a pad ready - Just the
basics. But I mean it really helps clarify a lot of things. So yeah, we do
go on the field trips every meeting (2).

Our group is especially fond of the field trips. We find them to be not
only fun and entertaining but educational. We find that it's much better
for our members to go to a place of concern and see it eyeball to eyeball
versus just seeing a map or a picture or a Power Point or some verbal
presentation. They enjoy getting out on the land (DFO 2).
Being out in the field helped to clarify many issues the RAC members were making
recommendations on. They also had incredible value on a social level. One respondent
mentioned that it was easier to get to know people in a van, en route to a field location
than in a formal meeting. The importance of.the social aspect ofRACs will be discussed
in more detail later. Field trips are definitely a crucial aspect of RAC success. They
allowed the groups to get out and see first hand the issues they were advising the BLM
on.

Subcommittees. The use of subcommittees was also an important aspect to many
successful RACs. These groups include RAC members and often others from the
community that are interested in a particular topic. They meet outside the regular RAC
meetings and tackled specific issues. They then report back to the RAC as a whole.
These groups allow for greater time and effort to be focused on certain key issues.
One of the reasons we are getting so many things done is that there is an
active sub-committee framework. I think in the past what was happening
was people were leaving - dido 't do anything between the meetings come back to meetings having to kind of rehash all the old crap that they
forgot- and dido 't make much progress. I think we have a fairly active
subcommittee system right now. And so I think progress will be made
much faster because those committees will be dealing with issues in
between meetings and we will be making progress (4).
The following are examples of issues subcommittees are currently working on in the
RACs: groups working on specific management plans, oil and gas development, public
land/urban interface, drought management, OHV use, rare and sensitive species in
relation to OHV use. Subcommittees appear to be an important element of a successful
RAC.

Other Agency Involvement. Many RAC participants suggested that the meetings
were more effective if they included representatives from other managing agencies in the
area. The One RAC member explains why:
There has been a Forest Service representative for the last year or year and
a half. And apparently there is some memo of agreement between the
Forest Service and the BLM that the Forest Service can use the RAC
process for some advice for there issues also. And since a lot of the land
in Nevada is - the lower land is administered by the BLM and the higher
ground by the FS and the issues transcend that boundary, it is really quite
helpful in some cases to have that FS representative here - or at the RAC
meetings (3).
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The Forest Service has their own RACs in some areas. In the areas where the Forests
Service did not utilize RACs, many respondents felt that they should. It makes sense to
involve other land management agencies in the RAC. Land management agencies are
dealing with similar issues and utilizing the RACs as a voice from the surrounding
community should be to manager's advantage. RACs have helped the BLM to:

avoid the kind of negativity that the FS has been encountering, at least in
Nevada- And the FS is actually, is now starting to attend some of these
meetings to give reports and to try to piggyback a little bit on the use of
the RACs so that they can have a voice. They have no local voice. So in
that sense I think that it works quite well (23).

Many RAC members have realized the importance of multi-agency cooperation to
properly manage on an ecosystem level. Many RACs are already including Forest
Service representatives in their meetings. Including representative from other
management agencies in RAC meetings is another important element of successful
RACs.

Other Organizational Details. There were many additional organizational details
that emerged from the data as important to the overall success of the groups. Participants
from two RACs mentioned that setting the meeting dates far in advance helped
enormously. The following comment from a BLM official describes the importance of
this detail:
And the biggest problem that we had was it seemed to me is that they
would come to a quarterly meeting and then when the meeting was over
they would try to set a date for the next meeting and they could never
concur. They could never agree. We'd spend half the day arguing over,
I'll be here this day, I can't be here this day. And so for the last three years
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I have forced them to give the dates a year in advance, therefore they have
no excuse for not making a meeting (DFO 2).
As mentioned earlier, some RACs also set their agendas in advance to ensure that the
group has a long term list of issues they want to cover. Of course these agendas have to
be flexible in case some urgent issue needs to be addressed, but in general the group
knows which issues they will be tackling at each meeting for the year.
This research also suggests that contact with other RACs on a state and nation
wide level is important. The recent teleconference meetings are an example of how
RACs are functioning on a nationwide level. On a statewide level some respondents
mentioned the importance of being informed of the issues the other RACs in the area
were working on and how they are operating. The following comment was from a RAC
that was clearly understood the importance of including RAC members in decision
making at a state level, "At a recent meeting of our California state management team,
urn, the chairs of all the RACs were invited to participate in this meeting with all the field
managers and the leadership of California and to talk about ways that they can improve
their effectiveness in working with BLM" (DFO 7). Communication amongst RACs on a
state and national level gives members an idea of what other groups are dealing with and
how they are addressing certain problems. This inclusion and awareness contributes to a
successful RAC.

True Balance oflnterests.
"Just as in ecosystems in nature, the strength of collaboration lies in diversity"
(Baker 2000: 23).
Establishing a balanced and truly representative group of participants is one of the
known challenges of collaboration. Yet the presence of many different stakeholders with
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their many different views is what makes collaboration valuable. For RAC participants
there was no agreement on whether or not the groups were balanced. This was one of the
more complex themes related to organizational issues to emerge from the data. There
was amazing variety of responses given when RAC participants were asked about
balance. Part of the complexity ofbalance in RACs can be attributed to the role of the
government in RACs. Unlike ad hoc collaborative groups, RAC members are nominated,
they fill out an application form, collect letters of reference and are appointed.
Nominations go through the state BLM office, the governor's office and are ultimately
approved by the Secretary of the Interior. This formal appointment process makes RACs
different from collaborative groups that are informal gatherings of interested
stakeholders.
The RAC charter requires some balance in the groups. As mentioned earlier, each
RAC has three caucuses. They are broadly defined as: Caucus 1- commodity interests,
Caucus 2- environmental interests, and Caucus 3- the public at large. Within each caucus
there are more detailed explanations of who should fill each seat. For example Caucus 3
could include elected state, county, or local governments; employees of state agencies
responsible for managing natural resources, land, or water; American Indian tribes;
academicians involved in natural sciences; and the public at large.
There was some confusion amongst RAC members and BLM representative to
how much they had to stick with these specific interests. Some respondents understood
that they had to have one representative from each category within all three caucuses.
One individual stated that they were always short RAC members because they could not
get a Native American or an archeological interest to fill that seat. Other RACs took a

less stringent approach to filling each seat. If a Native American representative was not
nominated, they simply appointed two academics.
Copies of the individual charters for the RACs were studied where they were
available online. They were all unifonn in their explanation of the caucuses and their
enforcement. All of the charters seen stated something similar to the categories serve
only as general guidelines to ensure that a three-tiered balanced representation occurs
among participants. This suggests some flexibility. Some BLM representatives seemed
to have a clear understanding of the importance of appointing RAC members from the
three groups that "provide for a balanced and broad representation within each group, and
balance with respect to social, cultural, economic, and geographic composition of the
population" (www.ca.blm.gov/news/rac/nerac/northeastcharter.html). From this
explanation, balanced membership means that the RAC truly represents the community
served - not that they included an appointee from each category within all three caucuses.
When asked about balance, one BLM representative from a very functional RAC said, "I
do think that the RACs, the two that I work with, really mirror the community that the
BLM serves in these areas" (DFO 8). The area his RACs served had very little ranchland
so it made sense that the RACs had no rancher representative. There is a difference
between strictly filling each category and best serving the community. In tenns of
contributing to a successful RAC, mirroring the community is apparently more important
than filling every seat. The BLM representative in charge of filling vacancies is
responsible for interpreting the charter and mirroring the communities the RAC serves.
This is clearly a difficult task and it is just one component of balance.

42

There were many RAC members that felt their RAC was not truly balanced and
that there are many factors that contribute to a balanced group. A few respondents
pointed out that how vocal a person is influences balance:
And really it depends on who the biggest voice is. Whoever is more vocal
dominates the meetings (22).
Well, the only ones that dominated are the ones with the biggest mouths
sometimes, but it's not intentional. You know? I mean, there are some
that, we have one fellow that can, as my husband can say, that would say
can tum an hors d'oeuvre into a five course meal. He goes on. I don l care
what it is. He goes on for hours until finally everybody goes to sleep and
wakes up when he's through ( 16).
I have to just say that balance is composed of two things - one, the
background or group or interests that a given person is representing and
then that person's knowledge and ability to articulate their position. And
so all that counts too. So it is really two things - is a person representing a
specific interest and then how knowledgeable and how persuasive, if you
will, is that person in representing that interest. Now you can be on a
RAC and represent an interest but if you never say anything it doesn't too
much good (3).
Whether or not a person actively contributes to the group also influences balance. If
someone doesn't show up to meetings or doesn't talk when at meetings, an imbalance in
views represented could result. On the other hand, an extremely vocal individual could
over represent their interests. This aspect of balance is one that cannot be anticipated by
BLM employees or others involved in appointing RAC members. If this aspect results in
imbalances RACs, the facilitator should try to alleviate the problem.
Many of the imbalances in composition reported by RAC participants were the
expected ones. People felt that the other side of the political spectrum was overrepresented. The commodity interests tended to say there were too many
environmentalists. The following comment illustrates this view:
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lin always amazed that the strong environmental groups command so
many seats. It's interesting to me that one time there were 15 members
and at one time we had almost seven or eight people from the major
environmental groups that are - work very well in harmony - Wildlife
Federation, Sierra Club, those kinds of groups·. I think there's been an
attempt to keep balance, but I think there's been much too heavy a reliance
on the major environmental groups (13)
Two respondents commented on the imbalance based on the environmental seats being
held by paid employees of environmental groups. "And environmental groups are so
much more sophisticated and organized and well financed than the livestock industry"
(II). On the other hand, other respondents said there were too many rancher or industry
types on the RAC and that true environmentalist never even make it on the RAC. Many
respondents suggested that the RAC make-up reflected the BLM's long, cozy relationship
with the livestock and mining industries.
The RAC has three off highway vehicle promoters. It has four people to
represent grazing interests. And it has five that represent minerals. Some
of these overlap. And many of them are county commissioners, so they
overlap on a couple of these areas. So there's an imbalance in
representation in a lot of the interests. The public at large is a lawyer who
works for mineral companies (9).
There's several environmental groups is what I'm saying that are so
adversarial towards ranching, generally, that they wouldn't even go
through the governor's office. They'd never get approved for the RAC (7).

These sorts of pro-industry vs. pro-environment comments were the most common
responses when asked about balance. In addition many respondents mentioned the lack
of a voice representing Native American interests on the RAC. Three respondents
mentioned that elected officials were hard to keep on board. One man said that he would
like to see a true ecologist on the RAC. Two interesting comments expressed the need
for more "Average Joes".
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The only difficulty that I have with the nomination process is it's- by its
nature it attracts people from, lin not going to say the fringes, but it
attracts people who have directly vested interests in what the BLM does and, you know, the public at large actually has a directly vested interest in
what the BLM does. But the way that, and I don l have any idea how to
solve this problem or how to fix it, but I just donl know how you can get
interest from, like I said, just regular, I guess there's no such thing as a
normal person, but people who donl have a vested interest in a particular
allotment, I guess would be the best way to say it (8).
The only, I think that it would be better if there were more citizens at
large. The people that are there are not supposed to be representing any
particular group. The environmental groups are not supposed to be
representing the Sierra Club. They're supposed to be representing
environmental groups in general. And the same with the recreational
groups. I think that's fine. But I think that it would be better if there were
more citizens at large (19).

These comments express the views that average citizens without a passion for a particular
interest are rarely involved with RACs. I see this as a potentially huge shortcoming with
RACs because they are supposed to represent the whole public - not just those on the
fringes. These comments mirror the concern of collaboration critics that feel the groups
attract those with vested interests in the issues. As these comments suggest, recruiting
average citizens is a difficult task, but perhaps something the BLM could focus on trying
to improve in the future.
Each of the imbalances mentioned above were reported by only one or two
members of a given RAC. Only in one RAC was there consensus among all four RAC
participants interviewed about a missing voice. In this particular RAC it was agreed that
environmental interests were not sufficiently represented. The following quote from the
BLM official working with this RAC explains perhaps why:
We had one member of an environmental organization that applied one
year and.he would have been fantastic. I mean he is a little bit
controversial, I think, locally. But, we kind of need opinions. We need all
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sides and even some extremes from time to time to tell us what our
parameters are. But this particular individual, his nomination was shut
down at the governor's office. When we do nominations we have to
consult with the governor. And the governor said that is not one
individual that we could support. And so, you know, his nomination was
shot down and I think he was a little offended. And unfortunately I think
some of the word got around to some of the other environmental
organizations- because we do need the opinions of the environmental
community on this - there is no doubt about it {DFO 6).
For this RAC the lack of an environmentalist has had a negative impact on the overall
productivity of the group. It was surprising that respondents from all three caucuses felt
this way and that the BLM representative pointed to the government role in the process as
contributing to the problem. The nomination process and the government role in it was
definitely an area of concern with many respondents. These issues ~ill be discussed in
more detail later in the section on the BLM role in the RACs.
I looked in detail at which respondents felt their RAC was stacked towards certain
interests. It was surprising that there were two members from each caucus expressing the
view that environmental interests dominated. The two RAC members holding this view
and representing Caucus 1 {commodity interests) were predictable. The RAC members
from Caucus 3 {public at large) were not necessarily unexpected either. Unanticipated
were the RAC members from Caucus 2 (environmental interests) who felt that
environmental views were over represented on their RACs. Further investigation
revealed that both the RAC members from Caucus 2 that felt environmental interests
dominated were ranchers. One of the respondents from Caucus 3 that felt this way was
also a rancher. This brings up the interesting issue of misrepresenting caucuses. It is
useful to look at Table 4 here to see the caucus represented and occupation of various
RAC members. Can a person work as a rancher and fairly repre~ent environmental
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interests on the RAC? Should a rancher be appointed to a public at large seat on the
RAC? If you are on the RAC representing an agency, where do your personal views fit
in? Many comments, from all caucuses, expressed concerns with the ability of fellow
RAC members to fit their categories:

But the ranchers definitely lead the, you know, the ranchers and the
mining interests, and primarily the ranchers. You know, because even the
politicians and people that represent archeological type interests, you
know, they're basically from the ranching community too (7).
Many of the people in recreation positions are tree buggers (11).
Some of the people that, like one gentleman was representing a state of
Nevada employee, which you would think, assume would be neutral.
Excepting he had family members that were very much among the
environmental groups and I think it might have been that he stepped
forward for the position and volunteered or sought the position (13).
A very high percentage of the chairmen are county commissioners, or
somebody who is an elected official because they have so much
experience in running meetings. They are just sort of natural leaders. A
lot of those county commissioners are also ranchers - or have a ranching
background - I also noticed. So you do have that, ah, the ranching
representation really gets a double whammy there with the number of
elected. And in fact our chairman is the past manager of a ranch (23).

One extreme example of misrepresenting caucuses contributed to an environmental group
filing a lawsuit in Colorado. Environmental seats were filled with individuals that the
Colorado Mountain Club felt were inappropriate. One of the respondents was one of the
newly appointed RAC members that the environmental group was unhappy with. She
describes the situation:
Well what they replaced them with were not- they did not suit the
philosophy of the Colorado Mountain Club. So that's what started the suit.
Well, they went through all this. I mean, I was highly insulted because I
have been involved in conservation, I have been involved in water, I've
been involved in this community for over thirty years and basically they
said since I wasn't endorsed by, you know, the eighteen environmental
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outfits that the guy on there was, that I was not fit to serve on the council.
They also insulted, you know, one of the other ones. Which I took as a
personal affront frankly, and I was most irritated (16).

This woman is a rancher. She explained that she considered herself a conservationist.
She belongs to the Nature Conservancy and adhered to their form of environmentalism not the environmentalism of more radical groups. "I would say I'm more as a
conservationist than environmentalist I guess, if you want to draw a distinction. And a
lot of these old ranchers around here have been conservationists for years because what
they do with the land one year says whether it will be there or not next year.. (16). She
felt that she did appropriately fill the assigned seat. This example will be discussed
further in the following section on the government role in the RACs. Misrepresenting
caucuses was an issue on many RACs. A few respondents openly admitted that they do
not feel that they truly represent their assigned caucus:

Well I'm supposed to be, I'm one of the people at large. So, but mostly I
represent the ranching interest and maybe the hunter and fisherman. (20).
Another woman who holds a seat in the dispersed recreation category explains her
situation:
I would be more comfortable representing other caucuses. When I applied
they had this opening and because of my knowledge of the Sacramento
River they thought I could fit this spot. I have a cattle ranch so I could
represent those interests as well but I do not have a public grazing
allotment. I could also represent resource conservation; I have been on the
resource conservation board for 20 years. I could have also have
represented the public at large (22).

In many RACs there are members holding seats that do not directly match their interests.
If a person loosely fits an open category that needs to be filled they are placed there. For
some respondents this was a large problem that they felt led to an imbalanced and

ineffective RAC. For others these discrepancies were not a major concern. One
respondent explained that she "wore many hats" and her experiences allowed her to fit
into many different categories. Many respondents felt that it was unrealistic for people to
perfectly fit only one strict description. The following comment illustrates this view:
I think that part of the perception might be that you have got to have
different voices and different interests and you are expecting them to
represent their parochial interests. That is a little bit simplistic. Many of
the members are there to represent their constituent group, but they take a
wide range of issues. You know I sit in a seat that is called OHV but I
will be the first one to stand up when there is an issue involving nonmotorized recreation as well ( 15).

It is true that all people have different interests and are more complicated than a simple
two-word category. The RAC participants are no different. However if a person's
beliefs contradict the category they are supposed to represent, concerns may be
warranted. The matter of caucus misrepresentations resulting in some RACs to be
stacked towards certain interests is something the BLM can and should eliminate. In
seven of the eight RACs considered in this study, balance was an area of concern for at
least one participant. If members felt their group was not balanced, the issue definitely
detracted from the overall success of the group. The following quotes come from RAC
members who were not overly concerned by the issue of balance:
It is a pretty broad group and it is diverse enough that it doesn'tjust
devolve into cliques or groups. Which is a possibility whenever you have
people representing a diverse group of interests- that some of them will
lie themselves together and kind of become interest blocks. But we don't
really have that here (3).
So anyhow, the different points of view is one of the most interesting
things, I think, about it of all. I'm just always amazed when I think about
the different people and things that come up and the way things get
worked on. It's very encouraging to me ( 10).
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And really it depends on who the biggest voice is. Whoever is more vocal
dominates the meetings. Not all groups are in accord at all times. But
what I see with this group is that there are arguments at the table but we all
get along at dinner (22).

Realistically a completely balanced group representing all the stakeholders in the
community is probably not possible. Some respondents suggested that perfect balance
did not really matter and that the RAC meetings are open to the public. If any individual
or group feels that their voice is underrepresented or if anyone was truly concerned about
what was occurring at RAC meetings they could attend meetings and speak during the
public input period. This could be one way to justify the fact that every interested
stakeholder is not always at the table any collaborative effort- including the RACs.

Government Role in the RAC.
Determining RAC member's perceptions of the government role in the group was
one of the goals of this research. The literature on collaboration suggests that having any
agency presence can detract from productivity and creativity (Brick 200 1, Gray 1985).
Most of this literature on the topic refers to the physical presence of a government official
at the meetings. However in RACs the presence of a BLM representative in meetings is
not the extent of the government role. The RACs are a government organization. They
function under the rules ofFACA and, as has been mentioned before, the RAC
nomination and appointment process involves the BLM, the governor and the Secretary
of the Interior. Further, it is ultimately the BLM who determines whether or not to utilize
the recommendations of the RAC. The role of the BLM representatives at meetings was
one element of success, but a more critical issue was the role the government plays in

appointing RAC members. Nomination issues will be covered first followed by the
influence of additional government roles on the success ofRACs.
The Nomination Process. Establishing a RAC starts with a call for nominations.
The BLM officials interviewed explained that they have learned recruit early and heavily.
They make contact with interest groups (environmental groups, cattle growers
associations, county commissioners) though mailing lists. One BLM representative told
me that, ..any kind of meeting that we have, we try to promote that interest in the RAC"
(DFO 5). "We also have a mailing list ofinterest groups- everything from cattlemen's
associations to the Sierra Club. We send copies of that news release directly to those
organizations as well. I think our mailing this last time, when we had nominations
exceeded 500 pieces of mail" (DFO 7). Openings are also published in the Federal
Register and usually in local papers. Potential RAC members all fill out a .. Background
Information Nomination Form". This form gathers basic information about occupation,
education, civic and professional activities, knowledge about the council's geographic
area and which caucus is to be represented. Also required are letters of reference from
interests or organizations to be represented. The following is one BLM representative's
version of what happens next:
The first level of review and consultation is with the field managers in AZ
and the state director. We go through that we look at the make up of the
council and what needs we have to address ongoing issues in this state.
And they come up with a list of recommendations for principal and
alternate nominees ... Then we consult with the governor. And they get
to review all of the applicants, but in the last 5 years they usually listen to
what we are proposing. And there is some dialogue to change individuals
in a given category. And they do have the opportunity to go through and
voice their concerns. But in the past years we have had very few
adjustments in our nomination process. But they have that opportunity to
go in and say you know we have worked with this person and he is not
looking to find solutions and collaborate, he is looking to just bring forth
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his agenda and stymie the council. And then from there it goes to
Washington DC and they go through and do a background check and
review it and then it goes to the Interior Department. The Secretary has
the ultimate appointment authority (DFO 5).
This process ultimately determines the presence or absence of balance in the RACs.
Most of the BLM representatives interviewed agreed that their list of nominees were
rarely altered at the state or national level, but that it can happen. Some BLM
representatives explained that the governor's office can be even more involved and
actually nominate RAC members.
The involvement of the governor contributed to some respondent's view of the
RACs as political appointments. When the governor's office was too involved it was
seen as a negative. As mentioned earlier, one RAC felt they were lacking an
environmental voice and thought that the governor's block of a nomination was to blame.
Involvement of the governor also contributed to the lawsuit in Colorado over the RAC
appointments. There was a large turnover in RAC members and environmental seats
were filled with individuals that a local environmental group felt this were inappropriate.
There was also some resentment of the way the seats were filled. The governor
apparently bypassed the traditional nomination process. One Colorado RAC member
explains:
But what happened is that the governor, newly-elected governor here in
the state of Colorado, when he had the opportunity to make appointments
apparently passed the deadline for the applications to be in, sent in a bunch
of recommendations on his own and they were not supported by
constituent reference letters and that sort of thing. And so the process was
bypassed ( 18).
The problem many RAC members had with this was the governor essentially hand picked
the RAC. Potentially the RAC member's chosen would reflect that governor's political

52

. agenda. This was an extreme case; however quite a few RAC members stated that the
RACs were political. The following comment explains the political nature of the RACs:
Now granted your RACs with any given administration are going to be
somewhat loaded politically to one side or the other. But there's enough
cross over, you know; there's enough retention. And you have to have
certain groups represented, so youl"e always going to have somebody from
the other side. You know; it's just like the Supreme Court. They appoint
what they think is a liberal judge and he turns out to be a conservative.
But anyway; but it's a fairly good cross section I would say. And it does;
you know, if you have a republican administration youl"e going to have
more conservatives on the council. I mean, it is a political appointment
when you get down to it (16).

This could influence the balance of the RAC but as many respondents explained it does
not necessarily prevent success. Obviously, an ideal RAC would not be politically
loaded, and this is something the BLM should be aware of. But many respondents also
sympathized with the BLM employees in charge of recruiting RAC members. It is an
extremely challenging task to find individuals that fit needed positions and also are
willing to work with others in a group. The challenge of finding RAC members may
make suggestions from the governor's office welcome and not necessarily be seen as an
attempt to load the RAC one way or another. Overall this data suggests that possible
imbalances may hinder success but most RAC participants do not think this issue alone
threatens the legitimacy of the groups.

BLM Role in RAC Meetings. The presence ofBLM representatives in RAC
meetings was something that the literature suggested could detract from the creativity and
overall success of the group. The RAC members generally felt that the BLM
representatives played an appropriate role at the meetings. Many felt that the BLM
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employees were working hard and trying to utilize the RACs as the following comment
about the BLM demonstrates:
And they provide us with a lot of really good infonnation. I've been so
impressed with the regional management at the BLM. I think that's why
I've stuck with it at times, because there's so much detail involved in
certain things that if it wasnl for the fact that I see so many people doing
such a good job, and these are people that work for us, I don l think it
would be as meaningful for me to be involved. But it makes me feel like
Ihl part of something where people are realJy working (10).
For some respondents the success ofRACs was hindered, at least initially by the newness
of the process. BLM employees used to traditional public involvement processes did not
initially know how to utilize the RAC:
But there are a number of RACs where perhaps the field managers really
don't know how to utilize them. And they have had trouble getting
quorums, and others of course can't do anything because the department
of interior doesn't approve replacements fast enough (23).
The BLM just kind of, I don't fault the BLM, I think they were just kind of
reaching into the, you know, they were just fishing for something that we
could advise them on that we felt comfortable talking about. And we
weren't really given much guidance as far as what we felt like we could
really tackle (8).
And part of that is getting the BLM to allow the RAC to play an active
role in that. I think some of the BLM may be used to the old process
where you take public comment and you work the issues as BLM staff and
then come out with another plan. And sometimes that infonnation is kind
ofheld confidentially. Whereas I think the RAC needs to be more of a
partner in looking at the public scooping comments and looking at
proposals and giving some advise to BLM on how to treat that (15).

The data suggests that many BLM representatives had difficulties in figuring out how to
effectively utilize the RACs. However most all respondents suggested that the BLM has
improved in this aspect enonnously.
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The majority of RAC members felt that the BLM role was primarily to provide
information. Most did not feel that having the BLM in the room caused RAC members
to hold back any opinions, in fact one respondent commented on not really noticing the
BLM employees were there. In most RAC meetings managers from different field
officers present issues from their area that they want comment on. Several respondents
explained that any issues outside of the field managers presentations that RAC members
were concerned about were also addressed by the BLM, "if it is just something that the
RAC itself wants some information about - then they will get that on the agenda and they
will provide people from within their staff that have expertise" (1). There was some
concern about the issues the RACs were dealing with and the quality of information the
RACs were receiving.

Enough Information!BLM Bias. Seven respondents, from different RACs, made
comments about the quality of information the RAC was receiving. They remarked on
the potential bias of the information they were getting from the BLM. The RACs are
advising the BLM on issues and y~t the BLM provides the background information on
the issues. The following comments express concerns about bias and the quality of the
information the RAC is receiving:
Absolutely biased. In the wind energy decisions we were given pretty
much all BLM presentations. It was a cold rainy day and I really did not
care by the end - but it was absolutely one sided and that sure may give
them the answers they want (22).
They provide us with reports of the various field offices of the activities
that are going on that would be relevant to the members of the RAC. Urn,
I feel as though a lot of time those reports are superficial, less than
complete. That they will tell us one activity that they are doing in a
particular category as a way of saying - well I talked to you about the

minerals portion. Because here is this one mineral thing that we are doing.
But they may be doing 5 or 6 other mineral things, but they only report on
one of them. Just because, again, the idea here is compliance and not
necessarily giving you all the details. I would like to see more detailed
reporting from the field office managers on all of their activities and not
just an activity or two so as to comply with the request from the director.
Make sure you give me something about minerals- well if you've got 7
things going on about minerals, I want to hear about all 7 of them. I don't
want to hear about just one (14).
We're supposed to be focusing, also on the Uintah Basin Energy
Development. This is a case where we're provided almost no information
on what BLM really is doing in terms of their priorities. Now we had a
field trip over there that the BLM put on. We've had a couple meetings
and presentations from the field manager who comes over to talk to us
about it. It's not a setting where you can ask hard questions. And it's just
a difficult situation to work in (9).
These comments address what appear to be very valid concerns about the exchange of
information in the RACs. Participants from many RACs suggest that they often received
only the BLM version of issues they then make recommendations on. There were
concerns that the RACs were not hearing all the information. Unless members of the
public were aware of the issues being discussed and showed up to present their different
views of the issues, the RAC members could base recommendations solely on the BLM
presentations and data. In some RACs, subgroups compensated for this problem. The
subgroups focus on one specific issue and try to include members of the community from
all sides of the issue they are addressing. However, every issue discussed in RAC
meetings does not have a subgroup and incomplete or biased information is a legitimate
concern. BLM officials can and should be aware of this problem and try to provide
balanced information on the issues RAC members comment on.
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The Right Issues. Another organizational theme to emerge from the data was
related to the information the BLM provides RAC members. This was the importance of
RACs working on issues they feel are important and that they can make a difference on.
For many RAC members there were concerns about the sort of issues their RAC as asked
to comment on. The following comments express this concern:
While we may have gotten approval on the raptor program, to get approval
from all, what, 15 members of the RAC means, a consensus means that
you really have to choose something that is meaningless to agree to.
Because anytime there's something that is controversial then one RAC
member will not vote for it and there's not a total agreement. There is not
a place in RAC decisions for minority points of view. And, therefore, you
don't have the full range of advice to the agency in any informal setting.
Now our RAC rarely has motions, rarely develops papers or positions.
Usually they just agree to something the agency's doing or comment on it .
. . But the key issues, the most important issues on public lands are by and
large not discussed at all (9).
I think that's really my core complaint is that we're being asked to give
input on things that, for the most part, we weren '1: involved with, we didn '1:
have the background to really give an informed opinion. And it would
have taken a lifetime of learning to get to the point where we did have an
informed opinion on it (8).

These comments express two different sides of the concern about the right issues. One
RAC member felt that the RAC was not able to comment on truly important issues. This
was a problem because for the amount of time committed to the RAC, participants want
to be making a difference on real issues. The other RAC member suggested that the
issues they were asked to comment on were too complicated for the RAC to make
suitable recommendations. He gave the example of the BLM coming to the RAC and
asking them for a recommendation on which type of seed to use to re-vegetate a disturbed
area. RAC members were justified in their frustration with this issue. They lacked the
knowledge to appropriately choose one seed over another. RAC members relied entirely

on the BLM infonnation to shape their opinions. In this way an inappropriate issue left
RAC member questioning their usefulness - Did the BLM really need the RAC to decide
which seed to use? Were they there only to give the appearance of public participation?
Issues RACs are working on need to be appropriate. Finding appropriate issues is
undoubtedly a tough task because ofthe different areas of expertise of all of the RAC
members, but definitely something the BLM should be aware of because it is crucial that
the issues are appropriate if RACs are going to be successful. The following comment
demonstrates that at least some BLM representatives working with RACs clearly
understand this issue:
I'm not going to bore them with somebody's, the BS treatise on some
weird plant or something. And that's what they used to get. You know,
here's a picture of this plant. Who cares? You know? Nobody cares,
except the individual putting the presentation on, and sometimes I doubt
that. But we do things that matter. You know, we, you know, like these
things I talk about, the off road community, the wild horse and burro
community, wildfires, land sales, I mean, we do multimillion dollar land
sales here in Las Vegas (DFO 2).
The BLM Representative. Another theme related to the BLM role in the RAC
was the role of the BLM representative. Each RAC has a BLM coordinator. This data
suggests that this individual plays a critical role in the success or lack of in the group.
Perhaps more than any other feature of a RAC, it seems that based on the level of
enthusiasm of the BLM representative one could detennine the overall success of the
group. The following quotes are from two RAC members with extremely involved and
motivated BLM representatives.
Don sets things up and makes the agenda. The chainnan makes the
meetings happen. But Don sets us straight. As he did last time there was
some discussion about a grazing issue and it went to a vote and he helped
us work through those rules. I admire him - he is multi talented. I could
not make it to the last meeting because of a car accident and he made sure
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that he stopped by on his way back to Susanville to till me in on what had .
happened at the meeting. Don is key. He is upbeat and goes the extra
mile (22).
And when he came on he made all the difference in arrangements. He is
extraordinarily good at all of this. He had got a very firm commitment to
it and he has been excellent. But you know that everybody is
extraordinarily busy and it takes time. So it could be that there are places
among the RACs where a field manager hasn't really addressed it, or he
has lost a staff person, or just the routine of setting up meetings, providing
the agenda, making sure all the arrangements are made and that you call
in. Dan is phenomenal in that regard. And he was - it was really
noticeable when he came on (23).

From the interviews with the BLM representatives, it is clear that some were more in tune
with the workings of their RAC. These three quotes from BLM employees illustrate the
enthusiasm about working with the RACs that was important to a successful group:
As far as I am concerned, and I've only been with the BLM for five years,
so my time with the BLM is limited, and the Resource Advisory Council
in my opinion is the best thing that the Federal Bureau of Land
Management does, all together (DFO 2).
I really enjoy working with the RACs. It is a neat dimension to work with
people from a whole lot of different viewpoints and well you hear a lot of
opinions, and it is eye opening for me and, you know, a member of the
federal government to hear first hand, you know, what these people feel
and why they feel it (DFO 7).
I am a great proponent of RACs. They are a wonderful way to get a good
representation of the interest groups that we are involved with (DFO 8).

This data suggests that a high level of enthusiasm from a BLM official in charge of
organizing the RAC can be contagious throughout the group. The enthusiasm also
appears to spread to the BLM managers and those higher up in the BLM hierarchy. This
data suggests that having a BLM representative that is skilled and enthusiastic helps the
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RAC members feel that their efforts are valuable and that their time invested in the RAC
is worthwhile.
Without a charismatic BLM employee, there was concern amongst some RAC
members about the influence of the RAC. There was some concern that the group was
working only as a political cover for public involvement. Not all RAC members were
convinced that their recommendations would result in any action from the BLM. The
following comment expresses the skepticism that the RAC was truly an effective and
worthwhile process.
The Utah RAC is by and large a show and tell for the agency. In most
cases the agency directs what the agenda is, what you see, what you re
going to talk about and the scope of what you re going to do and the
timetable for it. It's an agency-driven advisory council (9).
I believe they are listening. Do I believe the activities if the RAC are
directly translatable into actions on the ground- ah, NO. Ah, I believe
that - the way I see the field offices operate is that this is a duty of theirs
that they need to report to the RAC on their activities. However I don't
get the impression that the field office managers are anxious to take
direction from the RAC and implement it on the ground (14).
You know, some ofhis comments about his RAC and where he wanted us
to go or how he wanted us to operate, which was basically he wanted us to
conduct all the meetings and to, as he put it, I guess, provide a level of
cover for the BLM staff so they couldn't be sued ( 18).

These comments all came from RACs with less than enthusiastic BLM representatives
working with the RAC. They all had some reason to believe that their efforts may not be
utilized by the BLM. For others there was a feeling that even if the local BLM was
interested in fully utilizing the RACs the larger bureaucracy the BLM functions within
was not convincingly ready to use RACs. The following comment expresses this
concern, "So the administration in some ways is talking out ofboth sides of its mouth
right now. It wants to support ~Cs, but one has to ask whether the role at this point is -

how meaningful the role is, I guess., (23). Again this is something the BLM needs to
work on because ultimately the success of these advisory councils should be to the
benefit of the BLM and the RAC participants need to be convinced that their time and
efforts are worthwhile.

Social vs. Physical Outcomes.
The final research question was - Do RAC participants base their evaluation of
success on social outcomes {changes in values or attitudes) or physical outcomes
(recommendation implementation)? The literature suggests that one of the greatest
benefits of collaboration over traditional public participation processes is bridge building
-the willingness of opposing interests to acknowledge the importance of the values on
the other side of the table. Learning from and getting to know the "other" and the
stereotypically indifferent government bureaucrats is a way to increase social capital.
For some respondents, the social benefits of collaboration were not enough. Time
spent working with the RAC was only worthwhile if their recommendations were
translated directly into on-the-ground change. These RAC members want their efforts to
directly impact BLM management decisions. The following comments come from
respondents who want to make a difference. They base success in the RAC on physical
outcomes:
I usually get involved in things with the idea of doing something that at
the end of the year I can look back on and say I have done this or I have
done that . . . And I do like concrete results at the end of the year (23).
I remember what my friend told me when I joined this group- If you are
going there to make a difference- forget it! And yet I hope to make a
difference. It is a learning process and I enjoy it. I like getting out on the
land and seeing issues first hand. Hopefully I will make a difference (22).

I would address some of the key long-tenn issues that the agency has, like
livestock grazing and wilderness and riparian area restoration and basic
agency methods. I would argue that the RAC would be better if there
were a position for minority points of view that were there. And then if
we produced recommendations and published those to the agency on their
practices (9).
On the ground results are understandably desirable

ou~comes.

But physical changes on

BLM land can take years or even decades to see. If this is a RAC participant's sole
measure of success they will not be able to determine if their effort was a success for
many years to come. For some respondents the fact that long term management plans
were influenced by RAC efforts was enough:
But it's a good place for a citizen advisory group to change what a huge
federal agency, like the BLM, does. You talk about how they are planning
to do some of their resource management plans, they only redo those
every 10 to 20 years. Those are very important documents that will affect
generations to come on how they manage their property. So when those
come up I feel pretty honored to have a say in how that's formulated (17).
Ideally RAC efforts would result in recommendations that are implemented by the BLM
- thus allowing RAC members to see that eventually physical changes in the environment
will occur due to their efforts. The RACs original task of establishing standards and
guidelines for rangeland healtlf allowed this to some extent. Each of the RACs developed
them and they are supposedly being implemented. For some RACs, following this initial
task there was delay in productivity. Respondents suggested that the BLM was not sure
how to utilize the RAC after the rangeland standards came out. Many respondents
expressed frustration with the lack of product coming out of the RAC efforts. ''I know
some members who quit after they realized that no meaningful product would evolve out
of the RAC. In fact some RACs experience difficulty getting a quorum because no
decisions are made" (23). RACs should be working towards some goal or product. The
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BLM should realize this and, as mentioned earlier, ensure that issues are presented to the
RAC that allow for a product, or at least for some decisions to be made by the group.
The following is a comment from a BLM representative with an understanding of this
need:
We have members who want to be able to sink their teeth into something
that is really weighty, really has some meat to it and we when, you know,
that comes up, we move forward and get issues on the table where they
can produce some recommendations (DFO 7).
This same BLM employee also expressed the contrasting view of meaningful outcomes
in the RACs:
We have had members who have said that they think that is the most
valuable contributions that the RACs make - to have that dialogue with the
managers, be involved with the managers, have a better understanding of
the viewpoints of their constituents (DFO 7).
This individual saw two very different opinions on what makes a RAC member feel their
group is successful. For many respondents the RAC had value beyond physical
outcomes. Analogous to the literatures suggestions, many respondents saw the greatest
value of the RAC in positive social outcomes. Learning from and getting to know the
"other" in the community made their efforts worthwhile. The following comments
express the value of listening, learning and coming to appreciate different points of view:
I've been very impressed with the balance of the RAC, and very delighted
to meet people with differing views. I think the benefit of the RAC is that
you can get a human touch to what may have typically been an adversary.
I think it's a, I've been extremely impressed by respectfully disagreeing,
not being disagreeable, disrespectful and disagreeable. I've seen respectful
disagreement, not disagreeable lack of respect (6).
The social aspect is more important than any structural component.
Understanding other viewpoints is key and that is easier done over the
dinner table than across a meeting table. It is a wonderful learning process
-talking with fellow board members (22).
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It is so amazing that ... that's one of the most interesting things to me.
Because I've never been around, I've never been in a group that had such
diverging points of view held by various members and had such an
interesting dialog, ongoing dialog than the RAC that lin involved in. It is
just the most amazing thing. I stiJI remember when I first got started
hearing conversations between people who had very diverging points of
view and they were having these great conversations where they were
really talking about things in a way where everybody was really listening
and maybe giving a little bit (1 0).

And it's proved to be not only a learning experience, but as one of the
folks on the RAC likes to say, it's the meeting after the meeting that gets
the most work done. You know, when they go to a social function, have a
dinner or play pool or whatever and they talk about what happened that
day and what's going to happen the next day and the things that concern
them and they're able to educate and influence other members of the
group, perhaps to their point of view (DFO 2).
These comments illustrate the extremely important social benefits of the RAC. Dialogue
about potentially volatile topics is an impressive outcome from any diverse group.
Another positive outcome for RAC members was getting to know the BLM employees.
The following quotes express this:
I think that it takes a pretty callous individual to come away from a day
like that thinking that the people at the BLM just don't care or have their
own agenda and they really don't listen to anybody. I think from what I
have seen- any reasonable person after spending time on a RAC would
have to agree that the BLM employees actually work pretty hard- They
have the best interest of the resource at heart and they have a damn
difficult job sometimes (3).
In all honesty, the personal contact with BLM staff members to talk
quietly and relaxed with the different perspectives are probably one of the
best aspects of the RAC. We are glad to have some social time with
everybody. And I think that's a great advantage to the BLM and the staff
people. Because when there's controversy, if they only meet people when
you have controversial issues it's very difficult to come to solutions if you
only dealt with discord. But if you've had the opportunity to work with
other issues and to talk quietly and in a relaxed format then you have a
better chance of making solutions on other times. And people realize that,
wait a minute, this might be an impassioned issue but normally this person
is quite rational and reasonable, and you work towards it with more
respect( B).
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Getting to know BLM employees is a valuable social outcome of the RAC. Rather than
assuming and complaining about the government officials, RAC members are informed
and they have a human face on government land managing officials.
Throughout the interviews there were an impressive number of comments that
went beyond getting to know to truly liking the BLM representatives and fellow RAC
members from the other side of the political spectrum. As the following comments
illustrate, RAC participants seemed to genuinely enjoy each other's company.
And actually there's one guy from the Sierra Club and he and I've gotten to
be pretty good friends . And we both, you know, we both talk a lot and we
get along a lot better and I think we've educated each other (20).
I look to them as not only counsel but as friends. And maybe that's most
important to me, is cultivating this relationship of friendship. In our RAC,
as I said, we like to do the field trips. We get on a bus. We bond. We eat
lunch together. We go to dinner together. We play pool together. We
drink beer together. We do business together. We're friends. I can't think
of anybody on my RAC who's not, who I would not consider a friend or
who I believe would not consider me a friend (DFO 2).
I think we all truly enjoy each other's company and go to the meetings
partly to enjoy each other's company. We all share one thing in common
- we share an interest in public land. And there is a lot of information that
is exchanged- not only on public land issues, but on other issues to (23).
Overall most RAC participants agreed that the social aspect of the RAC is extremely
valuable. There were only three respondents with nothing positive to say about increased
focus on dialogue, mutual understanding, and common ground. A positive social
exchange appears to be yet another crucial element of a successful RAC.
This data suggests that physical outcomes and on the ground actions are not the
primary determinants of success in the RAC. More important to success are social
outcomes. One common social theme to emerge was the RACs role as a conduit for
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information exchange. Many RAC members and BLM employees mentioned this
valuable exchange of information. The BLM representatives view the RAC as a way to
pre-determine the general public's reaction to a new idea. Furthermore, RAC members
come to the meetings and discover BLM intentions on various land management issues.
RAC members then (ideally) go back into the community and share this information with
their constituents. There were many great comments expressing this value in the RACs:
We all here live in Las Vegas where 80 percent of the population of
Nevada lives, in Las Vegas, Nevada. Yet we have two or three or perhaps
four members who live in rural Nevada. Some whose neighbors are, the
closest neighbor is 100 miles away. So then when we come up with what
we think is some brilliant idea, those who live in the rural community can
tell us, you know, that's not such a good idea and here's why. And we can
either modify it, change it or delete it altogether. And that is often the
case. Often the case. So it's almost as having the entire state, in one way
or another, represented in a room of fifteen people ... come up with these
various plans (DFO 2).

I am a great supporter of RACs. I think they are a wonderful body
because it gets you people from just about all your constituent groups all
in one room at the same time. You know in a structured setting. So you
can bring your issue before them and, you know, get pretty much you can
get the feed back that you would get if you went out to the general public.
But you can get it quicker- or at least you can get a reading on how it is
going to fly l think before you go further. And so, you know, we bring to
them our land use plans and we certainly rely on them for input on those
(DFO 8).
But I think all in all that it's been a value to the BLM. I know they look
more and more for us to provide information. They've used us also to go
out and talk to various stakeholders when they're developing these
management plans, and people have volunteered, including myself, to go
out and visit with a variety of different groups and interview them to get
input to give back to the agency so that they can use that in their public
involvement process and l think that's been good too (12).
I think the BLM does better at, if nothing else, as I said before, we are
used as a sounding board, you know. So you get sort of an initial public
reaction, you can sort oftell what the reaction. If the council says, tells
them they're out of their gourds they have sense enough to go to plan B
(16).
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We do have an upper level Forest Service person there at the meetings and
we often have Congressional staff there and we have a number of
environmental groups and just the BLM people themselves, and getting
updates from the different area managers that make up that resource
management area, district managers I guess they're called, at any rate,
there's a tremendous amount of information that comes out and is
discussed in some degree or where youU have members of the public
come in during the public testimony time or whatever, you know, if they
have things on their mind. So for me, you know, it's a tremendous forum
for information exchange and transmittal and one thing or another (18).
In whatever shape or form, they help us to open up the lines of
communication and they bring in some real valuable perspectives just
because they live in those areas and those communities and they know
what the socio economic impacts that they are going through. And if we
are going to come up with some policy or take some action, that is going
to really be a hardship or an impact, they can really let us know so that we
don't roll something out and have it be too late that we don't consider
some other various viewpoint on those issues (DFO 5).
I think that my participation in the RAC, although I complain about the
length of the meetings, has been really good for just helping me to go back
out into the community and help other people to understand what exactly
the BLM does. Maybe that's the goal (8).
The RAC role as a sounding board for the BLM and as a tool for increasing
communication and understanding in the community is something that was expected
from the literature on collaboration, but it appears to be of much greater importance in the
RAC compared to other collaborative processes. The data suggests that this may not
have been the original goal of the RACs, but it is rapidly becoming one ofthe most
valuable roles. The RAC is not an effective method of radically changing BLM
management. This fact is a source of frustration for some participants who want physical
outcomes. Perhaps RAC members should be given this warning as they are joining - that
they are not going to dramatically change the way the BLM works. But hey will be
involved in contributing to small changes in the way the BLM manager their land. They
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will be well informed. They will have a chance to offer their opinions in a comfortable
setting. They will get to know BLM employees and the other side. They will have a
better understanding of the issues and maybe the entire community will be better off
because of it. As one interviewee summed it up:
I guess I would measure the success of my participation on both of those
levels. I would like to think that something good is going to happen to the
resource - out here in the land and that the right management decisions are
being made. But I would also like to think that I would learn something
about someone else's point of view and how they view it and that they
might learn a little about my point of view also (1).

1
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DISCUSSION
The previous section presented the many factors that emerged from the data as
potential contributors to successful RACs. This data suggests that determining the
elements of an effective government mandated collaborative is a complex task. In this
section I will focus on the idea of effectiveness and explore which RACs are working
well and why or why not. I will explore further certain key criteria that help or hinder the
RAC. I will also further discuss the government role in RACs, specifically the strengths
and weaknesses of the BLM involvement.
The folJowing table illustrates the extent to which each of the eight RACs studied
utilize some of the key elements mentioned in the results section (Table 5). The majority
of these ideas help to answer the question - Are there qualities of certain RACs,
organizational or otherwise that make them function more effectively than others?
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In Table 5 only clear, direct statements about each of the traits are considered in labeling
as yes, no or mixed. Many interviews did not contain infonnation about each trait.
Therefore a yes or a no may not necessarily represent complete agreement from all
participants of any given RAC, rather it could indicate only the views of the one or two
participants who addressed the given trait. If none of the interviewees clearly addressed a
given topic, question marks are used. Still the table is an interesting illustration of the
importance of these traits and their connectedness.
It was not the goal of this research to analyze each of these eight RACs and attach

a label of successful or unsuccessful to each one. However this research suggests that
certain characteristics should increase the chances of an effective collaborative process.
Looking at each RAC and the presence or absence of each characteristic and comparing
this to RAC participants overall impressions of success is a useful way confirm the
relative importance of each characteristic under specific circumstances. The table is also
useful as an illustration of the connectedness between many of the traits.
For example, Table 5 confirms the mostly negative responses of respondents from
RAC #5 when asked about overall success. RAC #5 has yes' s for only two traits, the use
of field trips and subcommittees. Respondents from RAC #5 said that they did not have
new member orientation, that other agencies were not involved and that the BLM
representative was not entirely effective. Further there was a lack of implementation of

recommendations made by the RAC. Responses were mixed for the other key traits
listed in Table 5. Conversations with participants from this RAC suggested that the
group was not completely successful.
This RAC contrasts sharply with RACs #3 or #4. These groups have almost all of
characteristics identified as important to success. There are two or three mixed responses
and no new member orientation occurred, but overall the groups had many of the traits
helpful for a successful RAC. When talking with RAC members from these two groups,
they were overwhelmingly satisfied with the RAC. They felt that their efforts were
worthwhile and that the RAC was effectively contributing to BLM management.

Key Issues Revisited
The BLM Role. As suggested in the previous section, the BLM representative
played an important role in determining the overall success of a RAC. The role of the
BLM representative was probably the most definitive measure of success I found in these
groups. As Table 5 illustrates, the presence of an effective BLM representative tended to
increase the number of other positive traits. The BLM has some control over the
presence or absence of each of the characteristics listed in Table 5. I will next revisit
some of these characteristics with a focus on the BLM role in each.
When discussing many of these traits I repeatedly mention what a BLM
representative can or should do. That these things have not occurred in the past is not a
criticism. I am not suggesting fault on the part of any BLM employee working with the
RACs. The RACs in their current form were a new sort of advisory group. Their exact
purpose was likely unclear to many BLM employees. Originally RACs developed
Standards and Guidelines for Rangeland Health. That task accomplished, it was then up
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to each regional BLM office to determine how to further utilize the RAC. Nowhere in
this data did I find evidence of BLM employees deliberately sabotaging RAC efforts.
After more than l 0 years of operation in their current form, I am certain that working
with RACs is still a learning process. Some BLM representatives working with RACs
were clearly more naturally skilled. For others, the multi-faceted job description of being
a RAC coordinator was understandably challenging. Training programs in group
facilitation and conflict resolution for the BLM employees working with RACs would be
helpful.
Goals. The presence of clearly defined goals was found to be an important
element of a successful RAC. The BLM representative should guide the RAC in being
aware of the long-term goals of the RAC and in establishing short-term goals. Long-term
goals should be clearly stated in the RAC charter and it is up to the BLM to make sure
RAC members are aware of them. Organizational meetings at the first of the year were
suggested as a great way to set up the year's goals for a RAC. The BLM needs to arrange
this organizational meeting. This trait, like many, is something that the BLM has direct
control over and was lacking in many RACs.
Issues RACs Address. Determining the issues RACs focus on is another area that
the BLM plays a pivotal role in. Many of the participants who felt their group
functioning at less than full potential had concerns about the issues they were working
on. For some, the issues were too specific. For example the RAC that was asked to
make recommendations on what sort of seed should be used to re-vegetate a parcel of
BLM land. RACs should be useful in making recommendations on issues that are not
easily answered by science. The issues RACs are working on also need to be important

enough that participants feel their participation is worthwhile. A diverse group of
stakeholders representing many views can provide important feedback on contentious
issues. Values and opinions shape RAC recommendations and the BLM should realize
the incredible worth of this source of information. Decisions the BLM make based on
values in which there is no scientific right or wrong answers are where the RAC should
be of use.
Biased Information. Another element of success that the BLM has an influence
on is the availability of unbiased information. When asked about the role of the BLM in
meetings, more than half of the RAC members interviewed said the BLM was present
primarily to provide information. Seven RAC members from five RACs had concerns
about the quality of information they were given on issues they were making
recommendations on. There were concerns that the BLM wanted their opinions and
recommendations and yet the BLM provided the background information. Ideally the
diverse knowledge base of the RAC members would provide alternate information and
opinions on many issues. When outside "experts'' presented information, it appears that
it was from BLM employees. In many RACs, it was not clear if there was any
opportunity for competing information. This is clearly an issue that the BLM can and
should be aware of. It is something that I would have explored further ifl could have
conducted follow-up interviews. Efforts should be made to provide RAC members with
unbiased and complete information on all issues they are making recommendations on.
Balance. Obtaining balance is, as mentioned earlier, a difficult challenge to
RACs and any collaborative effort. Obtaining balance is partially the responsibility of
the BLM through their involvement in the nomination process. A truly balanced and

representative group is probably impossible to obtain. However, it is crucial that RAC
members view the nomination process as fair and their group as balanced as possible.
There are many elements to a balanced group including the statements that those
with the loudest voice have more influence. BLM representative appears to play a
facilitation role in many RACs. The RAC chairperson is there but the BLM
representative has some influence on the flow of the meetings. This influence can help to
balance meetings by encouraging equal opportunities for all RAC members to speak.
Ensuring that one voice does not dominate meetings is one of many ways the BLM
representative is key to assuring efficient meetings.
Other elements of balance are harder to manage. As the data presented in the
results section explain, for every RAC member wanting more environmental voices, there
is another RAC member calling for more rancher voices. Then there are those RAC
members wanting more "Average Joes". This is an interesting idea and I understood the
point- but really what is average? If average implies middle of the road, then over
representation of this voice may contradict the aim ofRACs as representing all
stakeholders.
The issue of balance is and will likely continue to be a challenge for RACs. Table
5 illustrates (through mostly mixed responses) just how complicated the issue of balance
is. However, this data suggests that concerns about balance do not need to hinder a
successful RAC. As long as the RAC members feel there is not blatant over
representation on one side or the other the groups can function effectively without
completely equal representation. The BLM plays an important role in influencing
balance.
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Implementation.

There was a general consensus that incorporation of RAC

recommendations into BLM management was extremely important. Implementation is
one definitive way that RAC members are assured that their efforts are worthwhile. This
research suggests that there is a link between the physical outcome of implementation
and other process measures of success. RAC participants realize that many of the
organizational traits mentioned in Table 5 are important because of their role in future
physical outcomes. Subcommittees, for example, are important because they focus the
efforts of a few interested RAC members, which more efficiently leads to
recommendations. Subcommittees also allow for long term monitoring ensuring that
implementation occurs. Ultimately if the BLM representative working with the RAC is
skilled and excited about the group, there appears to a greater chance of implementation
and the RAC is more successful.
Social Outcomes. Despite the importance of physical outcomes, most RAC
members did not base their evaluations on this point entirely. Social outcomes were also
important and they were more rapidly seen. Learning and communication are extremely
important positive outcomes of the RAC. This research suggests that the value of the
RAC as a sounding board is the most convincing role of the RAC. This was heard from
both BLM representatives and many RAC members.

An effective and enthusiastic BLM representative was excited about the RAC and
the work they were doing. This data suggests that it is not only important that the
individual BLM employee exhibits this influence but the BLM offices as a whole. RAC
participants were aware ofthe level of support the local and regional managers gave RAC
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efforts. Three RAC members commented on the importance of state wide meetings and
periodic national RAC conferences. In this way the RAC members are assured that their
voices are being heard at all levels ofBLM management.
Unlike local, ad-hoc collaboratives where a minimal government role may be
preferable, this data suggests that the BLM needs to play an active role in many aspects
of RACs. By their very nature, the BLM is involved in almost every aspect of RACs.
This level of involvement provides many opportunities to help or to hinder a successful
RAC. This research presents many ways the BLM can help develop effective, functional
RACs.
When looking at all of these elements of success it is important to realize that
there are no universal truths or any universal recipe for success. Rather these are the
findings based on the majority of the information I had. There are always exceptions.

Further research
In many of the issues discussed with RAC p~rticipants I was left with as many
questions as answers following data analysis. Follow-up interviews with all of the
participants asking them about specific details, such as extent of information bias, would
be extremely interesting.
Focusing on one geographic area (state) would allow for an analysis of systematic
differences across group types, holding constant the statewide sociopolitical factors that
affect partnership function and accomplishments (Moore and Koontz 2003). Focusing on
one group would also allow for more detail and the possibility of getting opinions of nonparticipants - the opinions of members of the public that are impacted by and care about
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BLM land management decisions but choose to not be involved could be considered. A
follow up case study looking specifically at one RAC would definitely be valuable.
In addition, a longitudinal study that gathered participant's perceptions before,
during, and after their experience with the RAC would have been extremely valuable.

CONCLUSION
RACs are a different sort of collaborative process. One RAC member told me
that the RAC was successful but that in his opinion RACs are not really a collaborative
according to his definition. I think he had an important point. The BLM has borrowed
ideas and some of the basic tenets of collaboration are warped to fit the RAC model.
They are unique, however, this uniqueness does not make ineffective. In fact one basic
tenet of collaborative environmental management is that it is flexible and can adapt to fit
different contexts (Moore and Koontz 2003). RACs are not a perfect example of the
potential of collaborative natural resource decision-making. However, they are an
example of a government mandated collaboratives that in some cases are functioning
quite well. RACs serve a valuable purpose to the BLM. Further most of the RAC
members interviewed are satisfied with the work they are doing.
This research is useful because as the BLM and other agencies choose to foster
collaborative efforts they can recognize which barriers may pose the biggest threat to
achieving goals. Overall this research revealed certain characteristics of RACs that help
them to function effectively. This data suggests that positive social outcomes are just as
important as physical outcomes to many RAC participants in determining success. The
single most convincing element of success revealed from this research was the
importance of a competent and enthusiastic BLM representative working with the RACs.
Given the importance of this individual, the BLM should assign the position ofRAC
coordinator carefully and provide adequate training and support.
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It is my opinion that the true success ofRACs comes in the simple fact that RAC
members are involved. Rather than sitting back and letting someone else make the
decisions and then complaining about itt RAC participants are educating themselvest
getting to know the "other" and actively trying influence the way public lands are
managed.

79

APPENDIX

Interview Guide
Why did you decide to become involved in the RAC?
Do you feel that the RAC has clearly defined its goals?
Have you accomplished these goals?
What are the issues this group is working on and do you feel they are appropriate?
Has there been any change in issues with the change in administration?
Do you feel there is a true balance of interest groups in the RAC?
Is the nomination process fair?
Who might be missing that should be on the group?
Is there equal discussion within the group or does an individual or two dominate?
Is there a neutral facilitator in the group?
Do you feel that the RAC has enabled members to interact with and come to appreciate
different points of view?
How would you evaluate the accomplishments of the group? - Do you base your
evaluation of success on social outcomes (changes in values or attitudes) or physical
outcomes (changes in the landscape)?
What is the role of the BLM representative? Appropriate?
Do you feel participation in this group has been worthwhile?
Do you feel the BLM will (or has) utilized your recommendations?
Has the RAC saved the BLM time?
Respond to the suggestion that: "The appearance of involvement is sufficient to
the BLM, and little genuine interest exists in implementing any recommendations
that might arise from the group."
Have you been involved in any other collaborative processes?
How would you improve the RAC?
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